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Abstract
Immigration flows into the United States have 
changed over the last few decades. Before the 1960s, 
immigrants came mainly from European countries. Since 
the 1960s, immigrants coming from third world countries 
have increased while those from European countries have 
relatively decreased. This changing immigration pattern 
has sparked passionate debate over immigration policy and 
its role in adding members to welfare recipient rolls. 
Researchers have not come to an agreement on how to best 
examine immigrant welfare receipt. There is disagreement 
about immigrant status definitions, unit of analysis 
choices, and welfare measurements. These theoretical and 
methodological choices influence research results and, 
consequently, policy recommendations.
I address each of these analytical elements in my 
dissertation. Using the 1990 Public Use Microdata-Labor 
Market data (PUMS—L), I argue for an examination of a 
family based unit of analysis, separation of AFDC and SSI 
components of a combined Census welfare variable, and 
application of finer immigrant family type distinctions. 
Furthermore, applying these methodological procedures, I
x
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extend previous research by showing how migrant
characteristics, defined as immigrants' country of
origin, period of entry, and English speaking ability, 
are related to AFDC and SSI receipt.
My estimates provide evidence for the validity of 
these migrant characteristics as predictors of AFDC and 
SSI receipt. However, my results uncover complexities of 
this relationship. These complexities became illuminated 
as a direct result of my methodological procedures. It
is true that a crude look at immigrants demonstrates that
those from less developed countries receive AFDC and SSI 
more than do United States natives. However, once 
refugee status is included in the equation, this no 
longer holds. Once refugee status is included in the 
equation, immigrants from less developed countries of 
Europe and Asia do not receive significantly more AFDC 
than United States natives. My dissertation shows that 
immigrant AFDC and SSI receipt is not due to poor skills 
of immigrants but to of U.S. congressional policies 
providing welfare eligibility for refugees.
xi
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Chapter 1 
Introduction
President Clinton signed House Resolution #3734, 
known as the welfare reform bill, on August 22, 1996 
(Facts on File 1996a). This bill listed welfare 
eligibility criteria that were more restrictive than 
those in previous welfare policies, and reduced federal 
intervention through payments of block grants to states 
(Facts on File 1996a). Time limits and work requirements 
were imposed on natives and immigrants with regard to 
welfare receipt. The new welfare guidelines included the 
implementation of different eligibility criteria for 
natives and legal immigrants. For example, legal non- 
U.S. citizen immigrants were denied many federal benefits 
(Congressional Record 1996; Facts on File 1996b).
The justification for the elimination of welfare 
benefits to immigrants is embedded in philosophical 
issues regarding the rights of legal immigrants, the 
obligation of U.S. taxpayers to U.S. residents, and the 
meaning of membership in U.S. society (Chikuhwa 1996; 
Espenshade 1996; Weiner 1996). When immigrants enter the 
United States during an unfavorable economic time,
1
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natives are more likely to perceive immigrants as 
harmful to U.S. interests (Bean, Cushing, Haynes, and Van 
Hook 1997) . Even though the 1980s experienced economic 
growth, the growth was less than that of the 1970s and 
much less than that of the 1960s (Bean et al. 1997) .
Data from the 1994 General Social Survey showed that the 
U.S. public thought that there should be a decrease in 
the number of immigrants permitted to enter the United 
States and that legal immigrants should be ineligible for 
government assistance on arrival into the United States 
(Davis and Smith 1994). Although the welfare reform bill 
did not limit entry of immigrants, it indirectly 
addressed immigration concerns through its denial of 
welfare benefits (Espenshade 1996).
Researcher results showing that immigrants use 
greater amounts of welfare than do natives are used as 
ammunition for those wishing to defend immigrant welfare 
restrictions. The key question in this dissertation is 
whether immigrants actually use welfare benefits more 
than natives. I first present the leading theories and 
research results on immigrant and native public 
assistance usage. From that, I furnish new 
methodological guidelines for studying immigrant public
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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assistance usage. I then discuss the value of my work 
in terms of informing immigration policies.
The human capital theoretical perspective guides 
scholars in examining the characteristics of the 
immigrants themselves, such as their educational 
attainment, and in determining the relationship between 
human capital variables and economic outcomes. Borj as
(1994) argues that the human capital of recent immigrants 
is less than that of earlier arrivals because recent 
immigrants make far less than natives while earlier 
cohorts made almost twenty percent more than natives. 
Consequently, Borjas (1994) argues that recent immigrants 
are more likely to rely on public assistance.
Lower human capital is not clearly the cause of 
greater reliance upon public assistance. Although Jensen 
(1988) does not contest Borjas' statement that recent 
immigrants have less human capital than earlier 
immigrants, he does state that public assistance usage 
has increased over time for both natives and immigrants.
To support his argument against large immigrant-native 
welfare usage differences, Jensen (1988) shows that 
differences in the welfare gap between natives and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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immigrants are partially explained by ethnic/race 
background of immigrant and native families.
From existing literature it is not clear whether 
immigrants are more likely than natives to receive public 
assistance. Differences in findings and their 
implications are linked to the categories scholars select 
as relevant comparison groups. The task then is to 
evaluate immigrant welfare studies and determine which 
procedures are most policy relevant, by either choosing 
current methods or developing new ones. My evaluation of 
the literature led me to conclude that the family level 
is the most appropriate unit of analysis when analyzing 
public assistance receipt using census data. My 
arguments for using family unit of analysis along with 
other methodological advancements are elaborated in the 
following chapters.
My study extends previous work on immigration public 
assistance use in four important ways. First of all, 
previous research used the human capital of the household 
head or family-household head. I also use the human 
capital of the family head in the case of a family with a 
single head. However, I select the highest human capital 
of either family head in the case of a family with two
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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family heads, whereas previous research selected that of 
only one of the household heads. The rationale for using 
the family head's human capital is that the family will 
capitalize on the human capital of the adult in the 
family. However, since there are many two adult 
families, it is reasonable to adhere to the principle 
that the family will capitalize on the highest human 
capital characteristics of either adult. Researchers, 
who defined immigrant households based on either parent 
being an immigrant, only measured the human capital of 
the parent designated as the household head. Therefore,
I argue that my aggregation of individual human capital 
characteristics to form family human capital 
characteristics represents a fuller account of human 
capital available to families.
Second, I offer an alternative to the two most 
prominent procedures of defining an immigrant family or 
household for census data. Previous research that used 
census data for the study of welfare receipt defined 
households as the unit of analysis. Within this 
household unit, researchers either included all members 
residing in the household or only those related by blood. 
In this dissertation, I separate the household into
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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separate units of families and subfamilies. I layout 
the importance of using family units in the following 
chapters.
Third, I more clearly define immigrant family head 
types. In previous research households were generally 
defined as immigrant households if either the census 
assigned household head or head's spouse was foreign 
born. In this dissertation, I first present analysis 
that defines immigrant families by either head being an 
immigrant as in previous research. I then present 
analysis that separates immigrant spouse types into 
immigrants with native spouses and immigrants with 
immigrant spouses or no spouse.
Previous research using census data employed a 
welfare variable that combined Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDC) and Supplemental Security 
Income (SSI). Until recently, no process of separating 
AFDC from SSI in the census had been developed. However, 
Van Hook, Bean, and Glick (1995) have developed census- 
based measures of AFDC and SSI. Van Hook et al. (1995) 
demonstrated that their AFDC and SSI census-based 
estimates are similar to administrative records of AFDC 
and SSI receipt. Following Van Hook et al.'s (1995)
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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lead, I use the census-based process of assigning 
families to AFDC or SSI receipt. Unlike Bean et al. 
(1997), I use AFDC and SSI as dependent variables 
predicting immigrant and native welfare receipt for 
families and not for households.
Country of origin, English ability, and date of 
entry into the United States differentiate immigrant 
groups. Researchers use these characteristics, often as 
proxies for human capital characteristics, to predict 
immigrant welfare receipt. I control for the effects of 
human capital characteristics across immigrants with 
country of origin, English speaking ability, and date of 
entry differences.
First, using cross tabulation procedures, I describe 
the relationship between human capital and AFDC and SSI 
usage for immigrants and natives. I then use logistic 
regression to test hypotheses concerning immigrant groups 
receipt of AFDC and SSI net of human capital 
characteristics.
The structure of the dissertation is as follows. In 
Chapter 2, I discuss my decisions to study AFDC and SSI, 
use the family unit of analysis, and assign nativity 
status to the family unit. In Chapter 3, I review human
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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capital research with a specific emphasis on immigrants 
and present my hypotheses regarding AFDC and SSI usage by 
various immigrant classifications. In Chapter 4, I 
discuss the 1990 Public Use Microdata Sample-Labor Market 
File (PUMS-L) and my variable construction methods. In 
Chapter 5, I present results describing my sample, 
including the distribution of human capital and migrant 
characteristics across AFDC and SSI usage.
In Chapter 6 I test a simple definition of immigrant 
status as a predictor of AFDC and SSI. That chapter 
focuses on distinguishing among immigrant types based on 
the gross domestic product of immigrant country of 
origin, date of entry, and English speaking ability. In 
addition, I include spouse nativity status and refugee 
status to predict AFDC and SSI. Finally, Chapter 7 
summarizes the important aspects of my dissertation and 
argues for the adoption of new strategies for examining 
immigrant AFDC and SSI usage of census data.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Chapter 2 
Public Aasistenca Research
Economic and political forces combine to create the 
welfare state (Pampel and Williamson 1989; Piven and 
Cloward 1993). The development of public assistance is 
often a response to social disorder resulting from sudden 
severe economic downturns (Piven and Cloward 1993). For 
instance, the New Deal of the 1930s, like the Great 
Society of the 1960s, marked the creation and expansion 
of welfare relief programs. The increase in welfare 
rolls during the 1930s was a response to a severe 
economic downturn while the 1960s welfare expansion was a 
response to civil disorder (Piven and Cloward 1993). The 
1996 welfare reform bill suggests evidence of a third 
welfare episode marked by contraction, rather than 
expansion, of welfare relief programs.
Federal, state, and local governments distribute 
public assistance from welfare and social insurance 
funds. The depression of the 1930s led the way for O.S. 
citizens' expectations of governmental intervention to 
ameliorate problems of the needy (Smith and Zietz 1970). 
Solutions for problems of the needy included development
9
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of social insurance and welfare programs. Social
insurance benefits include social security, railroad
retirement, veteran's payments, unemployment
compensation, and worker's compensation (Blau 1984).
Social insurance programs, unlike welfare programs, were
not need-based and generally required past contributions
either directly from or on behalf of their recipients
(Danziger, Haveman, and Plotnick 1981; Blau 1984).
Public Assistance Programs and Reasons for Analysing Non- 
Contributory Means-tested Cash Welfare Programs
Means-tested cash and non-cash programs provide 
welfare benefits. The most costly non-cash welfare 
programs are Medicaid, Food Stamps, and Housing 
Assistance (Borjas and Hilton 1996). The most costly 
welfare cash programs are AFDC and SSI (Blau 1984; Borjas 
and Hilton 1996).
My study focuses on the two main non-contributory, 
means-tested, cash welfare programs: AFDC and SSI. Prior 
to August 21, 1996, Aid to Families with Dependent 
Children, known now as Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families, was a program for dependent children deprived 
of parental support and funded both by federal and state 
governments (Watkins and Watkins 1984). Although the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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federal government supplied most of the funding for 
AFDC, the federal government allowed states to set the 
eligibility requirements (Van Hook, Bean, and Glick 
1995) . Supplemental Security Income is a federally 
funded program for the needy with less funding from the 
state as compared to AFDC. The federal government 
establishes the eligibility criteria for SSI. According 
to federal standards, individuals meeting SSI eligibility 
criteria must be aged, blind, or disabled (Van Hook,
Bean, and Glick 1995). The 1996 welfare reform bill was 
meant to abolish AFDC in favor of block grants to states 
and ends Food Stamps and SSI receipt to legal immigrants 
(Facts on File 1996b).
Public assistance literature presents an unclear 
profile of immigrant and native public assistance 
receipt. Mostly, the choice of unit of analysis by 
researchers, and not simply the variables used, 
influences the size of the estimated difference between 
immigrants and natives in welfare receipt. In this 
chapter, I describe the similarities and differences 
among studies of immigrant welfare receipt, determine the 
best unit of analysis for my study, and offer specific 
cautionary advice for interpretation of my estimates.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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AFDC and SSI cash welfare programs are the targets 
of my study. In the PUMS-L, the only types of non­
contributory public assistance receipt measured are AFDC/ 
SSI, and general assistance. Unfortunately, receipt of 
Food Stamps cannot be determined in this data set.
However, the PUMS-L does contain the necessary household, 
family, and individual characteristics needed to create 
the independent and dependent variables in my study.
Although AFDC, SSI, and general assistance are 
combined as one variable, it is possible to determine 
whether a family is more likely to receive AFDC or SSI.
As stated earlier, Van Hook et al. (1995) provide a 
credible procedure that identifies family characteristics 
of welfare program recipients. Van Hook et al. (1995) 
recommend that SSI recipients are disabled or elderly 
with no children in their immediate family unit, and that 
AFDC recipients are non-disabled and under the age of 65 
with children.
General assistance receipt is excluded from my 
analysis for several reasons. First, since the cost of 
general assistance is negligible compared to the other 
cash or non-cash welfare programs, policy concerns about 
general assistance programs are different than the more
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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costly federal programs (see Sanders 1988; U.S. General 
Accounting Office 1995; Will 1993). Second, general 
assistance programs have substantially fewer recipients 
than other welfare programs (Borjas and Hilton 1996). 
Finally, there is little difference in receipt rates 
between immigrants and natives in general assistance 
receipt (Borjas and Hilton 1996).
General assistance is assigned to families if the 
families receive assistance but they do not include the 
standard characteristics of families or households that 
receive AFDC or SSX. In other words, there are no 
children, aged, or disabled in the households of those 
assigned to general assistance receipt. Van Hook et al.
(1995) included this assignment procedure in their 
examination of AFDC and SSI receipt comparisons with 
administrative records.
My focus on cash programs does not mean non-cash 
programs are either immune from governmental policy 
changes are not worthy of study. In fact, a comparison 
of native and immigrant utilization of the most costly 
non-cash and cash welfare programs would be valuable. 
Unfortunately, such a comparison is not possible with 
PUMS-L data. There are other data sources that provide
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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information on both cash and non-cash welfare programs. 
However, they generally examine undocumented aliens or 
those legalized under the Immigration Reform and Control 
Act of 1986 (IRCA) and are often non-representative of 
the U.S. population (Weintraub 1984; U.S. Department of 
Justice 1992; and U.S. Department of Labor 1996). In 
addition, while the Survey of Income and Program 
Participation (SIPP) does provide information on 
immigrant and native utilization of cash and non-cash 
welfare programs, it does not provide information on 
English speaking ability (Borjas and Hilton 1996).
The Role of nativity Assignment and Unit of Analysis in
Public Assistance Research
Researchers using census data must decide between 
household level, family household level, or family level 
data. Household level data include multi-family 
dwellings. Both the family-household level and family 
level data include persons residing in the same household 
who are related by blood, marriage, or adoption.
However, family level data include subfamilies within a 
household as separate family units (Van Hook, Glick, and 
Bean 1996).
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Is the family, family-household, or household 
level unit of analysis most appropriate for studies of 
immigrant welfare receipt? Van Hook et al. (1996) 
demonstrate that immigrant-native AFDC and SSI receipt 
rate differences become greater as the unit of analysis 
becomes larger. Although the family level unit of 
analysis has not been used in previous research using 
census data which examined immigrant-native welfare 
receipt differences, I argue in the following two 
sections that it is the most appropriate unit.
nativity A«»1bi— nt 
Researchers of immigrant and native welfare usage 
assign immigrant status to a family-household or 
household based on the nativity status of the household 
or family-household heads. In particular, researchers 
assign the household unit as immigrant if the head is an 
immigrant or they assign it as an immigrant household 
head if both heads are immigrants. By virtue of 
assigning nativity status by family or household head, it 
is likely that families and households assigned to an 
immigrant status may include U.S. natives or vice versa. 
According to Simon (1984), assigning immigrant family 
status based on either spouse being an immigrant may
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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inflate welfare participation estimates. Nevertheless, 
Tienda and Jensen (1986) follow the method of assigning 
immigrant status to families based on the immigrant 
status of either family-household head because it 
provides the most conservative estimates of welfare 
participation. Tienda and Jensen (1986) experimented 
with more restrictive definitions and found results 
similar to the more general definition of immigrant 
family. Therefore, following Tienda and Jensen's (1986) 
argument, I adopt the strategy of assigning immigrant 
status to a family if either the family head or family 
head's spouse is an immigrant. In addition, I develop a 
new tactic, as described in Chapter 1, that elaborates on 
the status of immigrant family heads to include those who 
have a native spouse and those that have an immigrant 
spouse or no spouse.
Another type of immigrant family consists of two 
immigrant parents and native children. Van Hook et al.
(1996) argue that since immigrant parents with U.S.-born 
children benefit from AFDC receipt, it is reasonable to 
assign U.S.-born children to the nativity status of their 
parents. In fact, most AFDC households with at least one 
immigrant also include a citizen, usually a citizen child
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
17
(U.S. General Accounting Office 1995). According to 
Van Hook et al. (1996), the immigrant-native AFDC receipt 
differences at the household and individual level are not 
sensitive to whether children are assigned the nativity 
status of their parents or not.
Pnit o f  Analysis and Welfare Receipt Patf m i  
I argue that it is better to use the family level of 
analysis rather than the family-household or household 
level of analysis. I have two reasons for this argument. 
First, Van Hook et al. (1996), as I discuss below, 
demonstrated that the family unit of analysis is 
appropriate for census data when separating the welfare 
variable into AFDC and SSI. Second, since immigrants and 
natives might have different family household structures,
I could misrepresent immigrant-native family welfare 
differences by using the household unit of analysis.
Van Hook et al. (1996) found that immigrant-native 
SSI receipt gaps were similar to each other for 
household, family, and individual level data even when 
not assigning children to the nativity status of their 
household. Van Hook et al.'s (1996) found that if one 
assigns nativity status of children to that of the family 
head and can evaluate AFDC and SSI separately, the
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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native-immigrant differences for SSI and AFDC at the 
family and household levels more closely represent the 
differences at the individual level. Therefore, I 
separate AFDC and SSI and assign immigrant status to 
families based on family heads' nativity status even 
though native children may be included in immigrant 
families.
Van Hook et al. (1996) did not include family- 
household level data in their study of the relationship 
between the unit of analysis and immigrant-native welfare 
receipt differences, yet numerous studies employ this 
unit of analysis. However, Van Hook et al. (1996) 
determined that when AFDC and SSI are used as a combined 
welfare variable, the immigrant-native welfare 
differences increase with the size of the unit of 
analysis. Below, I discuss studies using family- 
household and household levels of analysis.
Studies using family-household level data report 
that some immigrant types participate in welfare at 
greater rates than natives do, while the reverse is true 
for other immigrant types. Blau (1984), using the 1976 
Survey of Income and Education, found that immigrant 
male-headed families participate in welfare slightly more
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than native male-headed families, but that native 
female-headed families participate in welfare 
significantly more than immigrant female-headed families. 
Tienda and Jensen (1986), using 1980 POMS, found that 
welfare participation rates for white natives are 
slightly higher than that of white immigrants and rates 
for black natives are significantly higher than that of 
black immigrants. However, Tienda and Jensen (1986) 
found that the participation rate for Asian and Hispanic 
natives are lower than their immigrant counterparts.
Studies using household level data to examine 
particular immigrant and native categories report 
findings similar to family-household level data. Borjas 
and Trejo (1991), like Blau (1984), found that welfare 
receipt for female-headed immigrant households is less 
than that of female-headed native households, while 
welfare receipt of male-headed immigrant households 
surpasses male-headed native households in 1969 and 1979. 
Borjas and Trejo (1991) pointed out that while welfare 
receipt rates of female-headed immigrant households were 
4.4 percent lower than that of female-headed natives 
households in 1969, this differential was only 1.5 
percent in 1979.
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Studies using household level data report that 
natives have a slightly higher overall welfare 
participation rate than immigrants in 1969, but this 
pattern is reversed and the immigrant-native welfare 
receipt gap is wider by 1979. Using the 1970 Census, 
Borjas and Trejo (1991) showed that 6.1 percent of native 
households and 5.9 percent of immigrant households 
participated in welfare. Using the 1980 Census data, 
Borjas and Trejo (1991) found that immigrants exceed 
natives in terms of welfare receipt, although by less 
than one percent. Borjas and Hilton (1996) showed with 
SIPP data from the late 1980s and early 1990s, that 7.3 
percent of native households and 10.3 percent of 
immigrant households participated in welfare. Data from 
the current Population Survey of 1993 shewed that 6 
percent of immigrant households and 3.4 percent of native 
households receives welfare (U.S. General Accounting 
Office 1995).
I am using the family level of analysis not only 
because the immigrant-native welfare receipt differences 
come closer to that of differences at the individual unit 
of analysis but also because immigrants and natives have 
different family household structures. To illustrate
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potential problems of estimation, if a household 
includes three families with a member from each family 
receiving welfare, that household would be counted only 
once in a household level of analysis. On the other 
hand, if three one-family households include a welfare 
recipient in each family, all three of these households 
would be counted in a household level of analysis. As a 
result, if the three one-family households are immigrants 
and the multi-family dwelling household is native, then 
an overestimation of immigrant-native welfare receipt 
difference is inevitable.
In 1990, 34.8 percent of immigrants and 22.8 percent 
of natives were living in non-nuclear units such as 
"horizontal" units, which consists of same generation 
family members or non-parental or non-child 
relationships, or "vertical" family households, which 
consists of more than one generation of adults (Glick, 
Bean, and Van Hook 1997). Only 4.1 percent of natives 
lived in horizontal extended households, while 12.5 
percent of immigrants were living in horizontally 
extended households. Since immigrant and native living 
arrangements vary, using the household level of analysis 
may mask actual immigrant and native family welfare
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receipt differences. The family level analysis would 
count each family with at least one member receiving 
welfare as a family that receives welfare.
The census data allow for extraction of individuals, 
yet there are complications associated with individual 
unit of analysis for census welfare receipt studies.
First, individual recipient rates are underestimated in 
census data because welfare receipt of those under 15 
years of age is not included. Second, it is the family, 
not the individual or the household, that is the basis 
for distribution of AFDC (Simon 1984; Van Hook, Glick, 
and Bean 1996).
Comparing Immigrants to Natives 
Although scholars generally agree on nativity 
assignment of immigrants, they disagree about whether 
immigrants should be compared to ethnically similar 
natives or to natives as a whole. Tienda and Jensen 
(1986) found that the public assistance receipt gap is 
not as large when comparing immigrants to ethnically 
similar natives. In other words, the gap is lower when 
comparing, for example, immigrant Hispanics to native 
Hispanics, than would be the case when comparing all 
natives to all immigrants. Thus, estimates of ethnically
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similar natives and immigrants may support a more 
tempered argument for restrictions on immigrant welfare 
use than estimates that of comparing immigrants to 
natives as a whole.
On the other hand, Borjas and Trejo (1991) argue 
that it is irrelevant to determine whether immigrants 
utilize welfare less than ethnically comparable natives 
because such a determination does not inform policy 
issues. Borjas (1990) and Vernez and McCarthy (1996) 
state that welfare costs associated with changes in 
immigrant policy should be a primary concern of policy 
makers. For instance, information on welfare use by a 
certain immigrant national origin group in conjunction 
with information on revenues generated by that immigrant 
group could aid policy makers with potential decisions 
regarding numerical limits of immigrants. Therefore, 
following Borjas and Trejo's (1991) argument, I will 
compare immigrants to natives as a whole and not simply 
to ethnically similar natives.
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Chapter 3
Human Capital Theory and Public Assistance 
Utilisation
According to Thurow (1970), an individual's economic 
productive capability results from his/her knowledge and 
abilities. The knowledge and ability of workers, known 
as human capital, is the result of workers' investment in 
education, skill acquisition, and experience (Thurow 
1970; Thurow 1980). Human capital theorists measure 
economic productivity by earnings and employment and 
measure human capital investments by attainments and 
abilities of workers (Beaulieu and Mulkey 1995).
According to Becker (1962), the effect of human capital 
is apparent in the greater earnings paid to higher 
skilled and educated workers.
The unequal distribution of income is related to the 
unequal distribution of human capital (Thurow 1970). For 
example, Hirschman and Kraly (1988) found that 
educational attainment and labor force experience 
partially explain earnings inequality among immigrants. 
Also, Sanders and Nee (1996) found that among Asian and 
Hispanic immigrant women, those with a high school or 
college degree are nearly 50 percent more likely to be
24
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self-employed than are non-degreed immigrants. Human 
capital theory implies that those with insufficient human 
capital are less able to compete successfully in a labor 
market and thus are more likely to be at the low end of 
the income distribution. For example, Jensen and 
McLaughlin (1995) found that human capital is higher 
among non-poor than poor household heads.
Studies on the poor population connect human capital 
characteristics to welfare usage and dependency (Rank 
1988). Harris (1993) argues that the work effort of poor 
women is not the relevant predictor of welfare exits 
since women with more human capital investments are able 
to exit welfare through work with greater success than 
those with fewer human capital investments. Similarly, 
Rank (1988) shows that racial differences in the duration 
of welfare use disappear when including human capital 
characteristics in models of welfare use.
National Origin and Racancy o£ Tmi gration aa Hunan 
Capital Characteristics
Human capital differences among immigrant groups and 
between immigrants and natives also partially explain 
welfare utilization differences. National origin and 
recency of immigration are often cited as proxies or are
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correlated with human capital characteristics in 
studies of immigrant economic behavior (Borjas 1994;
Borjas and Tienda 1993; Funkhouser and Trejo 1995; 
Chiswick 1986; Tienda and Wilson 1992; Tienda and Jensen 
1986}. Interest in the role of national origin and 
recency of immigration emerges from the recognition that 
the immigrant composition in the United States has 
changed over time (Isbister 1996). The changes in 
national origin flows and economic success of immigrants 
are the result of U.S. policies regarding the types and 
levels of immigrant reception, labor market conditions, 
and level of immigrant network development (Portes and 
Rumbaut 1990).
Earlier immigrant waves were mostly white Europeans, 
whereas recent waves are mostly non-white, third world 
immigrants (Chiswick and Sullivan 1995; Borjas and Trejo 
1991). Since human capital characteristics are difficult 
to measure and there are distinctly different immigrant 
waves, it is reasonable to use recency of immigration and 
national origin as proxies for human capital 
characteristics.
According to Borjas (1990), recent immigrants from 
developing nations arrived in the United States with
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fewer marketable skills than earlier Immigrants who 
arrived from more developed nations. Borjas used recency 
as well as national origin group to distinguish 
immigrants from lesser and greater developed countries. 
Development status of nations can be measured with 
economic indicators such as the gross national product 
(GDP). GDP is a relative indicator that measures a 
country's annual per capita production and income (Colman 
and Nixson 1994). GDP attempts to quantify the ability 
of a country's inhabitants to manipulate resources in 
order to provide themselves with a decent living. 
Developing nations tend to have less educational 
opportunities and fewer skilled work opportunities than 
developed nations.
Borjas (1994) found that immigrant arrivals during 
the period between 1950 and 1960 earned more than natives 
earned, while those immigrant arrivals between 1985 and 
1989 earned substantially less than natives earned.
Borjas (1994) argued that the earnings differential 
between earlier and later arriving immigrants supports 
the notion that recent arrivals from underdeveloped 
countries are more likely to use welfare than earlier 
arrivals. In fact, Borjas and Trejo (1991), using
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household as the unit of analysis, found that recent 
immigrants are more likely than earlier immigrants are to 
participate in the welfare system even when controlling 
for demographic variables.
Jensen (1988) and Borjas and Trejo (1991) agree 
there has been an increase in immigrant public service 
utilization between 1969-1979. Although Borjas (1991) 
cites this increase as an indicator for lower human 
capital of immigrants, Jensen's (1988) interpretation of 
this data is contrary to that of Borjas's (1991) 
interpretation. Jensen (1988) showed that welfare 
utilization increased for natives as well as immigrants. 
Jensen (1988) implied that since public assistance 
increased for both natives and immigrants, it is not 
necessarily the case that the increase in immigrant use 
was due to the characteristics of recent immigrants, but 
may have been due to general increases in welfare use. 
Jensen (1988) also found that, with a few exceptions, the 
most recently arrived immigrants in 1980 data were not 
more likely to receive public assistance than those in 
1970 data.
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Mode of Intry
Not only does recency of immigration distinguish 
between immigrants, but so does mode of entry into the 
United States. Generally, mode of entry into the United 
States is divided into legal and illegal immigration. 
Refugee and non-refugee statuses are the main categories 
of legal status. Immigrant refugees who enter the United 
States for humanitarian reasons are eligible for, and 
often in need of, special financial support (Fix and 
Passel 1994). Borjas and Hilton (1996) found that 
refugee households have higher welfare participation 
rates than non-refugee households, but stated that the 
influence of refugee households did not explain the 
immigrant-native welfare receipt gap.
I categorize immigrants by refugee or non-refugee 
entrance because financial policy issues are different 
for refugees and non-refugees. Unfortunately, I cannot 
determine the specific mode of entry of family heads into 
the United States through census data, but I can 
designate family heads as refugees if they are from 
refugee sending countries as does Glick, Bean, and Van 
Hook (1997) . Although my main interest with regard to 
national origin is development status, I will analyze
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welfare receipt using development status both 
separating and not separating out the refugee sending 
countries.
The United States has demonstrated a commitment to 
those who flee their countries due to political or 
economic oppression. In fact, unlike non-refugee 
immigrants, refugees are eligible for cash aid for up to 
eighteen months upon their arrival (Gold 1996). In part, 
benefits reflect differences in the decision making 
process to migrate and settle in the United States 
between refugees and other immigrants. Since policy 
goals for refugees are to facilitate their adaptation to 
the United States, refugees are likely to be different in 
their economic behavior in the United States than other 
immigrants.
The United States began enacting in the late 1940s 
its first refugee policies meant to aid immigrants 
fleeing from Communist regimes and settling in the United 
States (Holman 1996). By 1980, the U.S. policies 
broadened to include those fleeing even non-Communist 
countries (Holman 1996). Although some refugees have the 
potential for economic success in the United States, they 
generally flee with few resources. Consequently, the
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refugee policies assured public assistance, including 
AFDC and SSI for refugees.
Experiences of refugees during the pre-entrance 
period into the United States have varied greatly. A 
large majority of American refugees coming from Cuba, 
former Soviet Union, and Southeast Asian countries have 
white-collar labor force experience in their own country 
(Haines 1996). Refugees from Afghanistan, Cambodia,
Iran, Laos, Vietnam, Nicaragua, and Ethiopia entered the 
United States surviving the chaos of war, and 
consequently entered without high levels of previous 
labor force participation (Koehn 1991). Refugees from 
former Soviet Union, Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, 
Romania, and Afghanistan entered the United States 
because of claims of oppression under Communist 
domination. Although Filipinos fled persecution under 
Ferdinand Marcos, they were not entitled to resettlement 
assistance extended to other refugees (Koehn 1991). The 
countries under oppressive regimes sent more 
professionals into the U.S. labor markets than those 
countries under the ravages of war (Koehn 1991) .
According to Bach and Argiros (1991), Southeast 
Asian refugees have received the most extensive
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resettlement aid program. There is an uneven 
settlement pattern of this group of refugees throughout 
the United States. As a consequence, there is an 
irregular pattern of economic integration. Southeast 
Asian refugees establishing households outside of 
California are less likely remain on public assistance 
and more likely to be in the labor market than those 
living in California (Bach and Argiros 1991).
Refugee reception by United States' citizens has 
varied between warmth and hostility. The early Cuban 
refugees were given strong political support, while 
Southeast Asian refugees were looked upon more fearfully 
(Haines 1996). Not surprising, the reception of early 
Cubans coincided with employment opportunities in the 
1960s, while the Southeast Asians entrance corresponded 
with a recession period (Haines 1996).
The U.S. State Department also offers extended 
voluntary departure (EVD) to resident nationals who fear 
returning to their home due to unstable political 
conditions in their homelands (Koehn 1991) . Although EVD 
immigrants are not given the resettlement package other 
refugees receive, they are eligible for the same social 
programs (Heilman 1983; Koehn 1991).
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Although my refugee category contains refugees 
with greatly varied experiences for pre- and post-0.S. 
settlement, it is important to note that refugees are 
similar with regard to policy design. Refugee policy is 
a humanitarian effort to aid the politically persecuted 
that leaves the humanitarian effort of aiding the 
starving for other policy goals (Teitelbaum 1983).
Immigrants can also enter the United States without 
documents. Since the 1986 Immigrant Reform and Control 
Act (IRCA) was implemented, many previous undocumented 
immigrants became legalized. However, many immigrants 
did not apply for legalization and of those that were 
ineligible for legalization, there has been no evidence 
that they moved out of the United States (Finch 1990). 
Except for immigrants' U.S.-born children, immigrant 
adult family heads that remain illegal are barred from 
social service programs permanently, newly legalized 
immigrants are ineligible for federal social welfare 
programs for a period of five years after legalization 
(U.S. Department of Labor 1996).
A substantial proportion of all legal and legalized 
immigrants are from Mexico (Donato 1994; Fix and Passel 
1994). Although IRCA initially reduced the stream of
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undocumented Mexicans going across the Mexican and U.S. 
border, there is evidence that the flow of undocumented 
Mexicans immigrants into the United States has since 
increased (Donato 1994; Finch 1990). Both legalized and 
undocumented immigrants would not have been eligible for 
the federal social programs at the time of the 1990 U.S. 
Census.
Unfortunately, the census does not provide 
information regarding the legal status of immigrants.
Since there is no measure of legal status in the census 
and because there are many legal, legalized, and illegal 
immigrants from Mexico, it is not reasonable to classify 
Mexico as exclusively as any of the legal status 
categories. Although legal status is important in 
obtaining social services, the lack of information does 
not allow me to examine its effect in my study of public 
assistance.
English Proficiency and 
Measures of Hunan Capital
English proficiency raises employment opportunities 
and earnings potential (Borjas 1990; Lindstrom and Massey 
1994; Isbister 1996). Inunigrants whose English speaking 
ability is poor will have lower earnings potential than
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will immigrants whose English speaking ability is 
fluent. Since English proficiency results in greater 
earnings, one should suspect that English proficiency 
would also lead to less welfare dependency. However, 
Borjas (1990) and Borjas and Trejo (1991) argued that as 
immigrants become more proficient in English, they are 
more likely to use the welfare system. But in fact,
Tienda and Jensen (1986) found that greater English 
proficiency reduced the probability of welfare receipt.
Although Borjas and Trejo (1991) argued that high 
English proficiency could lead to greater welfare 
receipt, they do not test this hypothesis. In previous 
immigrant welfare research, models testing the role of 
English proficiency have included it as a human capital 
characteristic rather than a strictly migrant 
characteristic (Tienda and Jensen 1986; Jensen and Tienda 
1988). In other words, Tienda and Jensen (1986) compared 
the foreign-born to natives while including other 
immigrant status variables. By doing this, Tienda and 
Jensen were measuring immigrant status twice in their 
models. More specifically, any variation with regard to 
English speaking ability would only appear for immigrants 
and not U.S. natives. As a consequence, although English
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speaking ability could be considered to be a human 
capital characteristic, any nativity status variable in 
the model is likely to be highly correlated with English 
speaking ability. Therefore, unlike Tienda and Jensen 
(1986), I use the English proficiency variable as the 
single indicator of immigrant status in several of my 
models. Like Tienda and Jensen (1986) , I expect that low 
English speaking ability is more likely to be related to 
AFDC and SSI receipt than high English proficiency.
Research Hypotheses 
National origin, English proficiency, and recency of 
immigration are not the best available proxies of human 
capital. Since occupational level, educational 
attainment, and age vary within national origin, English 
language proficiency, and recency of immigration, it is 
better to test these variables than to assume they are 
consistent within the broader proxies of human capital. 
Since high levels of these more detailed human capital 
characteristics are related to higher economic success 
than lower levels of these human capital characteristics,
I control for these characteristics in my models (Thurow 
1970; Borjas 1990).
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Departing from previous research, I will not 
assign human capital characteristics of the household 
head to the family-unit. Instead, following Van Hook et 
al.'s (1996) recommendation, I assign the nativity status 
of the family based on that of the family heads rather 
than that of the household head. Like Tienda and Jensen 
(1986), I assign immigrant status to a family if either 
or both family heads are foreign-born. Using this 
definition of immigrant status, I separate immigrants 
into national origin, recency of immigration, and English 
speaking ability categories. Unlike previous 
researchers, I use migrant and highest human capital 
characteristics from both the family head and head' s 
spouse in my analysis.
I include U.S. occupational level among the human 
capital characteristics in my model predicting welfare 
receipt. Borjas and Trejo (1991) argued that recent 
immigrants and those from developing nations have low 
skills and are therefore likely to be dependent on public 
assistance. Borjas and Trejo (1991), however, tested 
this hypothesis only by using national origin as a proxy 
for skill level. In contrast, I include categories for 
skill levels and expect that immigrants with blue and
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
38
pink-collar skills are more likely to receive welfare 
than are immigrants with white-collar skills.
Tienda and Jensen (1986) found that more years of 
education reduce the probability of welfare receipt.
Jensen (1988) also found that immigrant families with 
young household heads are more likely to receive welfare 
than immigrant families whose heads are 30 to 64 years 
old. I expect that less education will result in greater 
AFDC and SSI receipt. I expect that younger family heads 
are more likely to receive AFDC than middle age family 
heads and that older family heads are more likely to 
receive SSI than middle age family heads.
As presented earlier, Borjas and Jensen disagree as 
to whether immigrants have greater welfare receipt than 
natives. The reported differences in immigrant welfare 
receipt are a function of the unit of analysis and of the 
definition of an immigrant. Jensen (1988) used the 
family-household level of analysis, assigned the family- 
household to immigrant status if one or both heads were 
foreign-born, and compared natives to ethnically similar 
immigrants. Bor j as, on the other hand, used the 
household level of analysis, assigned the household to 
immigrant status if the householder was foreign-born, and
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compared natives to immigrants who were classified by 
country of origin.
I test the following hypotheses using the family 
unit of analysis and assigning immigrant status to the 
family if either or both family heads are foreign born to 
determine whether the nativity effect on AFDC and SSI 
usage can be explained by human capital. I do not 
segregate natives into Hispanics, Asians, Blacks, and 
White groups for comparisons to immigrant counterparts, 
as did Jensen and Tienda (1988) because immigrant policy 
issues are not informed by such results. I do, however, 
segregate immigrants by country of origin into higher and 
lower GDP countries based on Borjas' interpretation of 
his data. Since continental divisions are fairly 
equivalent to ethnic divisions, I segregate continents 
into low and high GDP countries. By examining 
continental GDP differences I am able to retain Borjas'
GDP distinctions while partially preserving the research 
program of Tienda and Jensen. In other words, I compare 
different ethnic groups to that of all natives and not to 
particular native ethnic groups.
First in regard to differences between immigrants 
and natives, I expect that immigrant families will be
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more likely to receive welfare than native families.
Second in regard to variation among immigrants, I expect 
that immigrants who originate from a developing nation or 
refugee sending country to be more likely to receive 
welfare than immigrants from developed countries. I 
expect that more recent immigrants to be more likely to 
receive welfare than immigrants who entered earlier. I 
also hypothesize that AFDC and SSI receipt of immigrant 
families with low English proficiency is greater than 
immigrant families with high proficiency. Finally in 
regard to control variables, I also expect families with 
family heads who are younger, have less education, or 
have blue or pink collar jobs to be more likely to 
receive welfare than families with heads who are middle 
age, have a high school diploma, or white collar 
employment.
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Chapter 4 
Date and Mathods 
Data
I use the 1990 PUMS-L data file in the analysis.
The welfare variable in the PUMS-L file combines 
Supplemental Security Income (SSI), Aid to Families with 
Dependent Children (AFDC), and general assistance. In 
order to use AFDC and SSI as separate dependent 
variables, I use guidelines developed by Van Hook et al. 
(1995) for family assignment of the particular public 
assistance type. Since procedures for assignment of 
family public assistance type are discussed in the next 
section, I present only technical details regarding file 
construction of welfare and non-welfare families here.
The 1990 PUMS-L contains household and person level 
records. By combining family membership variables from 
the household and person level records, a family level 
file can be constructed from the PUMS-L data. My 
household unit excludes those living in group quarters 
and includes household heads and their relatives, foster 
children, and unmarried partners. Families are divided 
into two main categories in the PUMS-L. First, there are
41
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families that have no subfamilies present in the 
household. This is a one family household. Second, 
there are families that have subfamilies present in the 
household. There can be as many as three subfamilies 
counted in a household with subfamilies. This means 
there can be as many as four families in households with 
subfamilies. I created a record for each family and 
subfamily in the household and attached information on 
human capital and migrant characteristics of the family 
head or head's spouse and family AFDC or SSI usage.
Bor j as (1994) used the 1990 PUMS data set to produce 
descriptive information regarding immigrant public 
assistance utilization and Lindstrom and Massey (1994) 
used it for immigrant earnings predictions. Borjas had 
over one million observations at the household level 
after combining three cross-sectional PUMS data sets. 
Tienda and Jensen used family-households from the A- 
sample of the PUMS file to actually test for immigrant 
and native welfare differences. Using the family- 
household as their unit of analysis, Tienda and Jensen 
had less than fifty thousand cases in their analysis.
One could choose any of the PUMS sample data sets in 
order to examine AFDC and SSI receipt differences between
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immigrants and U.S. natives. Since sample size varies 
according the unit of analysis chosen, choosing the PUMS- 
L does not put my work at a disadvantage since I am using 
the family unit of analysis. Although I am using the 
smaller 1990 PUMS-L, which is a sub-sample of the census,
I nevertheless have over four hundred thousand cases. Of 
course, the main benefit of the PUMS-L is that all 
households are attached to a specific geographic labor 
market area (LMA) . The universe of the 1990 Census 
consists of all persons and housing units in the United 
States.
Dependent Variables
I assign families to either AFDC or SSI receipt 
based on household, family, and individual 
characteristics (Van Hook et al. 1995; Van Hook et al. 
1996) . The family is assigned AFDC if there is public 
assistance receipt and children present in household.
The family is assigned SSI if there is public assistance 
receipt and disabled persons over the age of 14 or 
persons older than 65 years present in the household. Of 
the cases which include some combination of children and 
disabled or older persons, households with household 
heads who are under 45 are classified as AFDC recipients
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while those 45 and older are classified as SSI 
recipients. Otherwise, families are not coded as welfare 
recipients.
Indapmdant Variables
I designate a family as a foreign-born family if the 
family head or head' s spouse is not a citizen of the 
United States or is a United States citizen by 
naturalization. Otherwise, I designate a family as a 
native family. Native family heads are either born in 
the United States, Puerto Rico, Guam, U.S. Virgin Islands 
or outlying areas, or born abroad of American parents.
For the foreign-born, I use entry year to measure 
recency of immigration. Although there are more 
categories for date of entry into the United States in 
the PUMS-L than used in this analysis, research has shown 
that some categories can be combined (Borjas and Trejo 
1991) . Borjas and Jensen both coded the most recent 
decade of their studies into two five-year periods.
Borjas continued this division of time categories for the 
date of entry periods after 1960. Jensen and Tienda 
(1988), however, only did so for the most recent decade. 
Although Borjas divided the 1960s into two five-year 
periods, he did that to look at the recent immigrants
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using 1970s data. Since the 1980 period was the most 
recent decade for immigrants' date of entry in the PUMS-L 
data-set, I divided the 1980s into two categories.
However, I divided them into one six-year period and one 
four-year period. The immigrant families are classified 
into the following five categories for recency of 
immigration: 1986 through 1990; 1980 through 1985; 1970 
through 1979; 1960 through 1969; and before 1960.
Following Borjas and Jensen, I collapse the pre- 
1960s together. Borjas treats this pre-1960s time period 
as the critical turning point in immigration flows since 
during that time most legal immigrants came from Europe 
and Canada. Borjas and Trejo (1991) also found that the 
immigrants who arrived in the pre-1960s period used 
significantly less welfare than natives and argues they 
had greater human capital characteristics than more 
recent immigrants.
Borjas and Trejo (1991) found that the welfare 
participation of immigrants during the 1960-1964 and 
1965-1969 periods was not significantly different from 
natives. According to Borjas (1990), the 1960s 
immigrants are different in human capital characteristics 
from those of the pre-1960s. Also as stated above,
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demographic composition of the immigrant population 
began to change in the 1960s. For instance, it was not 
until the 1960s, during American participation in the 
war, that Vietnamese began to immigrate to America more 
so than to France (Isbister 1996). Therefore, I collapse 
the 1960s together. The sixties could be divided into 
two policy eras because the 1960s produced the 1965 
immigration act that changed the quota restrictions. 
However, since Public Law 89-236 did not swing into full 
effect until 1968 (Yaukey 1985), it is not necessary to 
categorize 1960 into two eras.
Although the refugee exodus beginning in the 1960s 
continued into the 1970s, I collapsed the 1970s together. 
The 1970s marked the beginning of immigrants being on 
average less educated than are natives. In addition, the 
early and late 1970s immigrants had similar educational 
profiles. For instance, 1990 PUMS data show that 42 
percent of the 1970-74 and 1975-79 arrivals were high 
school dropouts, and approximately 24 percent of the 
1970-74 and 1975-79 arrivals graduated college (Borjas 
1994) .
The 1980s were marked by two policy changes that 
gave legal status to aliens. First, the 1980 Refugee Act
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
47
broadened legal status to include the politically 
persecuted of non-Communist regimes. The Mariel boatlift 
marked the initial large wave of refugees into the United 
States (Isbister 1996). The next policy change came in 
the form of the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act 
(IRCA), which was the first piece of legislation designed 
to control undocumented migration and gave legal status 
to formerly illegal, non-refugee immigrants (Donato, 
Durand, and Massey 1992; Bean, Telles, and Lindsay 1987). 
The most recent period of entry corresponds to the post- 
IRCA period. I, therefore, divide the 1980s into pre- 
and post-IRCA time frames.
Borjas (1994) argued that combining immigrants based 
on ethnicity, as did Tienda and Jensen (1986), introduces 
aggregation bias because immigrants of similar ethnicity 
differ substantially according to the country of origin.
In other words, combining Asian immigrants together is 
problematic because Asians, or ethnic groups, come from 
countries of different development statuses.
According to Borjas (1994), welfare receipt 
differences correspond closely to development status of 
the country of origin. Borjas (1994) argued that skills 
acquired in more developed economies are more readily
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transferable to the U.S. labor market. Borjas (1994) 
stated that a country's per capita gross national product 
(GNP) is a valid measurement of the economic development 
of a country. Nevertheless, Borjas (1994) only cursorily 
examined the relationship between welfare receipt and 
economic development. More specifically, Borjas (1994) 
presented percentages of welfare participation of each 
nation and argued that the less developed countries used 
more welfare than the more developed countries. Borjas 
(1994), however, did not statistically test the welfare 
receipt differences. I improve on Borjas' analysis by 
adding development status to my equation predicting 
welfare receipt.
National product per capita is generally expressed 
as gross national product (GNP) or gross domestic product 
(GDP). GNP measure countries yearly total output of 
completed products to assess consumption (Marshall 1994). 
The GNP does not measure aspects of the hidden economy.
As a result of criticism regarding the use of economic 
indicators as measurements of development, an alternative 
human development index (HDI) has been produced using the 
GDP, life expectancy at birth, and educational attainment 
of countries (Colman and Nixson 1994). The HDI, however,
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is gender-sensitive in the sense that the score may 
represent cultural differences, such as in the case of 
countries with large Muslim populations. More 
specifically, it is not clear whether or not this index 
measures customs toward female education rather than an 
actual educational effect. Colman and Nixcon (1994) 
argued that although the GDP and GNP are not indicators 
sensitive to within country inequality, the GDP and GNP 
are acceptable indicators of development because they are 
indicators of production and income which are necessary 
for development.
In my study, I assign countries to a developing or 
developed nation status based on the GDP per capita of 
the country. I use 1990 GDP data from the Statistical 
Yearbook Fortieth Issue 1993 and 1987 GNP data for Taiwan 
from The Encyclopedia of the United Nations and 
International Relations. In the style of Borjas (1994), 
the national origin groups are divided into more and less 
developed countries of Europe, Asia, and Americas, with 
the Caribbean, African, Oceania countries combined into a 
single less developed category. Unfortunately, many 
immigrants did not specify country of origin. Therefore, 
they will be included in a separate category. However,
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some of the immigrants in the non-specific category can 
reasonably be placed in a country of origin because 
continental origin or general country of origin data are 
recorded.
First, those who specified only Germany, and not 
East Germany or West Germany, will be classified as West 
German immigrants because East Germans were not permitted 
to leave their country before the time of the census 
survey. Second, I combine North and South Korea because 
both countries are developing Asian countries (Savitt and 
Bottorf 1995). Also, family heads designating Eastern 
European, Central and South American, or African national 
origins are coded as such even though specific countries 
are omitted.
GDP is an ordinal measurement of development even 
though it is created by interval dollar amounts. A 
country with the GDP of 200 does not necessarily have 
twice the economic development of a country with a GDP of 
100. However, the higher numbers of GDP do correspond to 
higher development. GDP ranges are between $74 for 
Somalia and $33,674 for Switzerland and with one outlier 
of $51,126 for Liechtenstein. To distinguish between 
higher and lower GDP countries, I divide the countries
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into two sections. The GDP of some countries are 
clearly at a level exceeding greatly beyond the GDP of 
other countries. A few countries are in the middle of 
the obviously higher GDP and lower GDP countries. 
Discussed below, by grouping them, I am able to present 
an understandable and analyzable portrait of immigrants.
I categorized the top 20 percent as developed 
countries and the other 80 percent as developing 
countries. The top 20 percent of the 1990 GDPs fell 
above the $11,000 GDP mark, except for two exceptions. 
First, the British Virgin Islands, which has a $10,164 
GDP, is closer to the top GDPs than to the lower GDPs. 
Second, although Kuwait 1990 GDP was below that of 
$10,000, it tended to hover around that mark over time 
and actually exceeded the $10,000 mark during some years.
The bottom 80 percent of GDP for countries includes 
Martinique, Iran, Netherlands Antilles, Slovenia, East 
Germany, Reunion, and Anguilla. Unlike Kuwait, these 
countries have historically had a lower GDP than their 
1990 GDP. These along with all the other countries below 
a GDP of $10,000 are categorized as developing status. 
Some developing countries are also given refugee status. 
Specifically, refugee status is granted if either family
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head is from the former USSR, Vietnam, Thailand, Cuba, 
Philippines, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Laos, Romania,
Iran, Ethiopia, Cambodia, Poland, Afghanistan, or 
Nicaragua (see Glick et al. 1997; Borjas and Hilton 1996; 
Isbister 1996; Fix and Passel 1994) .
Most of the dual family heads are from the same 
country. Only a few partners of the dual-immigrant 
headed families did not list the country of origin.
There were not many dual-immigrant headed families with 
mixed GDP status. Of the mixed GDP status families, most 
were coded into the lower GDP countries.
I collapse the five English proficiency categories 
into two categories of high and low proficiency. The 
high English speaking ability category includes those who 
"speak only English at home" or describe self-English 
speaking ability as "very well" or "well." The low 
English speaking ability category includes those who 
describe their speaking ability as "not well" or "not at 
all" . In the case of dual adult family heads, the family 
head is coded with the highest English speaking ability 
of either family head.
The variable for the age of the family heads is the 
age at the time of the survey. I use the greater age of
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the family head or head's spouse in my analysis.
Jensen (1988) found that immigrant families with young 
household heads are more likely to receive welfare than 
immigrant families with 30- to 64-year old heads. I also 
coded age into categories of under 30, 30 through 64, and 
65 and over.
Tienda and Jensen (1986) found that more years of 
education reduce the probability of welfare receipt. For 
years of education categories, I created the following 
four categories: family heads with less than high school
grade level, those with some high school, those with at 
least a high school degree, and those with a Bachelor's 
degree or higher.
Occupation has three categories: unemployed, blue 
and pink-collar, and white-collar occupational positions. 
The unemployed category includes those who last worked 
prior to 1985 and those who never worked. Work refers to 
the most recent or current occupation. Recent includes 
the last job, if no current job, during the time frame 
between the beginning of 1985 until the week prior to 
answering the census form. Such employment could 
possibly have been in countries outside of the United 
States for immigrants and U.S. natives. The blue and
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pink-collar occupational category includes technicians, 
administrative support, sales and service, craft and 
repair, operators, fabricators, laborers, and military 
service. The white-collar occupational category includes 
managerial and professional specialty occupations such as 
food service managers, mail superintendents, construction 
inspectors, teachers, and physicians.
Analytical Procaduxaa 
My analysis scrutinizes the bivariate relationship 
between nativity status and AFDC and SSI receipt. The 
consideration of this relationship, based on previous 
research, requires that I illustrate that (1) AFDC and 
SSI receipt are related to human capital characteristics 
and (2) human capital characteristics are related to 
nativity status.
I use logistic regression to estimate differences 
between immigrants and U.S. natives' AFDC and SSI 
receipt. I consider three aspects of immigrant status: 
country of origin, date of entry, and English ability 
while controlling for age, education, and occupational 
level. Based on the findings of Tienda and Jensen 
(1986) , I expected that those families with family heads 
who are young, have less education, or blue collar
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occupation to be more likely to use AFDC than those 
with higher human capital characteristics.
Unlike Tienda and Jensen (1986), I did not conduct 
separate analyses for whites, blacks, Hispanics, and 
Asians. As discussed earlier, I am interested in the 
welfare receipt of immigrant families as compared to 
native families and not just of that between ethnically 
similar immigrants and natives. Therefore, I follow 
Borjas and Trejo's (1991) lead and compare various 
immigrant groups to natives as a whole.
Previously, refugee status has not been tested in 
models of immigrant welfare analysis, except for Bean et 
al's (1997) study. In that study, Bean et al. (1997) 
argued that increases in the welfare receipt rates of 
immigrant households over the 1980s were (1) the result 
of larger numbers of Asian refugees receiving SSI and (2) 
a consequence of greater numbers of Mexican and Central 
American immigrants eligible for AFDC. Even though Bean 
et al. (1997) did not distinguish between the higher GDP 
and lower GDP countries as explicitly as I have, they did 
examine the connection between welfare receipt and 
refugee status. However, Bean et al. (1997) did not 
include each of the refugee sending countries I included
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in my study because they were concentrating on the most 
likely refugee sending countries of the 1970s.
Building on Bean et al.'s (1997) example, I also 
compare country of origin, date of entry, and English 
ability models which separate immigrants into refugees 
and non-refugees to models which do not make this 
distinction. I examine whether or not the inclusion of 
refugee status in equations improves model fit.
Noth (1983), using descriptive data, found that 
refugees use more income-transfer programs as compared to 
legal and illegal immigrants. Borjas and Hilton (1996) 
argued that since only 14 percent of native households 
participate in some form of welfare, and 28 percent of 
refugee households and 20 percent of non-refugee 
households have such participation, the welfare gap 
between natives and immigrants cannot be accounted for by 
the presence of refugees.
Based on analyses by Van Hook et al. (1995), I 
suspect Borjas and Hilton's (1996) results were 
contingent upon their household unit of analysis. Also, 
Borjas and Hilton (1996) defined immigrant households as 
immigrant only if the householder was an immigrant. As a 
result, Borjas and Hilton's (1996) native category could
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
57
have included immigrant households as defined in my 
study.
Previously, researchers assigned immigrant status to 
family households or households if either head was an 
immigrant or if only the main head was an immigrant. It 
is possible with the PUMS-L data to investigate the 
pertinence of the immigrant family status. Therefore, I 
do a series of analyses defining families as immigrant if 
either the family head or head's spouse is foreign born. 
Then I do another series of analyses redefining immigrant 
family status. Specifically, I separate households into 
families and assign immigrant family status to a family 
with a foreign-born family head or foreign-born spouse. 
Then I separate the country of origin, date of entry, 
English speaking ability into immigrant families with a 
native spouse and into those with an immigrant spouse or 
no spouse.
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Chapter 5
Descriptive Results
In this chapter I present the distributions of 
nativity status, human capital, and migrant 
characteristics in my sample. I also present the 
distributions of nativity status, human capital, and 
migrant characteristics across AFDC and SSI usage.
First, family heads are segregated into nativity 
categories. Table 5.1 shows that 6.6 percent of families 
are immigrant headed families while 93.4 percent are U.S. 
natives. Figures are different for the weighted data.
The difference is due to over sampling of rural areas for 
the PUMS-L data. There are more U.S. native families 
than that of immigrants and more single or dual adult 
headed immigrant families than mixed nativity headed 
immigrant families even with the weighted data.
Researchers have deemed households as immigrant 
households by deciding that both heads must be an 
immigrant or simply one must be an immigrant. Since it 
is not clear which method is the best, I further divide 
the immigrant family heads into two family types. First, 
single immigrant family heads and immigrants with an
58
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Table 5.1 Percentage Distributions of Nativity
^tatu^^n^Imm^rrant^gous^r^gen n I Weighted Actual Actual
Frequency Frequency Percentage
Nativity Status
U.S. Native 84,880,605 403,292 93.36
Immigrant 9,712,520 28,694 6.64
Native spouse 2,813,857 9,783 2.26
Immigrant or
no spouse 6,898,663 18,911 4.38
N 94,593,125 431,986 100.00

















Table 5.2 Percentage Using Public Assistance by Nativity Status,
AFDC% SSI% N
Education
Less than High School 3.2 17.4 39,320
Some High School 7.3 7.8 55,028
High School Diploma 3.2 2.5 247,894
4 Year College Degree 0.6 1.0 89,744
Employment
No job 4.1 13.7 81,851
Blue or pink 3.8 2.5 243,751
White 1.0 1.0 106,384
Age
<30 8.3 0.7 59,895
30-64 3.2 2.6 264,666
65+ 0.1 10.1 107,425
Nativity Status
U.S. Native 3.2 4.2 403,292
Immigrant 3.5 4.2 28,694
Immigrant spouse type
Native spouse 1.9 2.1 9,783
Immigrant or no spouse 4.3 5.3 18,911
<X>O
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immigrant spouse are placed in the same category.
Next, immigrant family heads that have a U.S. native 
spouse are placed in the other category. Table 5.1 shows 
that less than half of immigrant family heads have a U.S. 
native spouse.
Table 5.2 shows that immigrant families receive 
slightly more AFDC than native families and that there is 
no gap between native and immigrant families' SSI 
receipt. Also, immigrants with a native spouse receiving 
AFDC or SSI is less than that of immigrants who are 
single or have an immigrant spouse. Specifically, Table
5.2 shows that only 1.9 percent of immigrant families 
with mixed nativity status family heads receives AFDC, 
while 4.3 percent of dual or single immigrant families 
and 3.2 percent of native families receives AFDC. The 
pattern of SSI receipt by the different nativity statuses 
is similar to that of AFDC receipt.
The above results illustrate that immigrant family 
welfare receipt is sensitive to the definition of 
immigrant family. Findings in Table 5.2 indicate that 
combining immigrants of mixed nativity status with dual 
or single immigrant heads can hide AFDC and SSI receipt 
differences. Therefore, in the following chapter I
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conduct a series of analysis defining immigrant family 
heads as either spouse as being an immigrant.
Afterwards, I conduct further analysis controlling for 
mixed nativity status and dual or single immigrant family 
heads.
Table 5.2 also shows that AFDC and SSI receipt is 
strongly related to educational, occupational, and age 
levels. Among the unemployed, 4.1 percent receives AFDC 
and 13.7 percent receives SSI while approximately 1 
percent of family heads with white-collar positions 
receive AFDC and SSI.
AFDC is mainly for younger family members, while SSI 
tends mostly to help older family members. Table 5.2 
shows that AFDC receipt is 8.3 percent for those in the 
low age category, while it is only 3.2 percent for the 
middle age category. On the other hand, SSI receipt is 
10.1 percent for the high age category, compared to only 
2.6 percent for the middle age category. If the 
distributions for immigrants and natives on age, 
educational level, and occupational level are different, 
then these differences could explain part of the overall 
AFDC and SSI differences between immigrants and natives.

















Table 5.3 Percentage Distributions of Human Capital Characteristics by






<30 14.0 12.7 9.3 14.4
30-64 61.0 65.3 68.6 63.5
65+ 25.1 22.1 22.0 22.1
Education
Less than High School 8.4 18.7 5.6 25.5
Some High School 12.8 12.6 8.9 14.5
High School Diploma 58.4 42.6 54.3 36.6
4 Year College Degree 20.4 26.0 31.2 23.3
Employment
No job 19.1 16.9 10.3 20.2
Blue or pink 56.4 56.7 54.0 58.0
White 24.5 26.5 35.6 21.7
N 403,292 28,694 9,783 18,911
o>OJ
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Table 5.3 shows that immigrants and natives have 
different distributions on age, educational level, and 
occupational level. This table also illustrates that the 
single immigrants and dual immigrant-headed families have 
human capital characteristics which are more favorable 
for AFDC and SSI receipt than do immigrant families with 
U.S. native spouses.
For example, there are more native family heads at 
the low and high ends of the age distribution than are 
immigrant family heads. Approximately 14 percent of 
native heads are under the age of 30, while only 13 
percent of immigrant heads are under 30 years old.
However, once I separate immigrant family head types, a 
smaller percentage of immigrants with native spouses are 
under the age of 30 as compared to that of U.S. natives 
and single or dual immigrant family heads. Also, 25 
percent of native family heads are over the age of 64 
while only 22 percent of immigrant family heads are over 
the age of 64. Yet, unlike the lower age category, the 
same percentages of both immigrant family head types are 
in the 65 and over age category.
In addition, immigrant family heads are more likely 
to be at the low and high ends of the educational
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distribution than native family heads. Table 5.3 shows 
that 18.7 percent of immigrant heads and 25.5 percent of 
dual immigrant heads have less than high school exposure, 
while only 8.4 percent of native heads have less than 
high school exposure. On the other end of the 
educational spectrum, 26 percent of immigrant family 
heads have at least a Bachelor's degree and only 20.4 
percent of native family heads have at least that. In 
fact, the educational distribution for natives and mixed 
family heads is more similar to each other than that of 
mixed and dual immigrant family heads. However, unlike 
the single and dual immigrant family heads, the immigrant 
family heads with U.S. native spouses have educational 
attainments that exceed that of U.S. natives. Again, 
this is evidence that the mixed and dual nativity status 
families need to be separated out.
Blue-collar workers head most U.S. native and 
immigrant families. Immigrants with native spouses seem 
to be better off in the labor market than either U.S. 
natives or dual and single immigrant-headed families.
The immigrants with native spouses have a much higher 
percentage in the white-collar occupational level than do 
natives or dual-headed immigrant families. In addition,
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U.S. native families and single or dual-headed 
immigrant families have a large percentage unemployed as 
compared to immigrants with native spouses.
Table 5.4 shows the distribution of migrant 
characteristics among the immigrant family heads. Most 
of the immigrant family heads are from low GDP countries. 
Seventy-four percent of single or dual adult-headed 
immigrant families from low GDP countries, while only 4 6 
percent of those with native spouses are from low GDP 
countries. The immigrants from low GDP Americas have the 
highest percentage followed by immigrants from high GDP 
European countries. Africa along with the high and low 
Caribbean and Oceania countries are combined into one 
"national origin" group to create a variable with 
sufficient numbers for analysis.
Table 5.4 shows that more immigrants are from the 
low GDP Asian countries than the high GDP Asian 
countries, as is the case for the Americas. On the other 
hand, high GDP European countries send more immigrants 
than do low GDP European countries. Most of the dual 
immigrant family heads are from low GDP countries, 
while most of the mixed nativity status heads are from 
the high GDP countries.
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able 5.4 Percentage Distributions of Migrant 
Characteristics by Immigrant Spouse Type




Top GDP 32.9 50.7 23.7
Low GDP 64.5 46.2 74.0
Unspecified 2.6 3.1 2.3
Country of origin
Top GDP 32.9 50.7 23.7
Low GDP 46.1 34.4 52.2
Refugees 18.4 11.8 21.8
Unspecified 2.6 3.1 2.3
Continental origin
Top Europe 21.9 34.0 15.7
Top Asia 2.9 3.6 2.6
Top Americas 7.4 12.1 5.0
Low Europe 9.3 7.7 10.2
Low Asia 18.1 11.5 21.5
Low Americas 27.7 21.5 30.9
Oceania, Caribbean, Africa 10.0 6.5 11.9
Unspecified 2.6 3.1 2.3
Continental origin 
Minus refugees
Top Europe 21.9 34.0 15.7
Top Asia 2.9 3.6 2.6
Top Americas 7.4 12.1 5.0
Low Europe 3.6 3.4 3.6
Low Asia 9.7 5.9 11.7
Low Americas 27.1 21.3 30.2
Oceania, Caribbean, Africa 6.4 4.8 7.2
Unspecified 2.6 3.1 2.3
All refugees 18.4 11.8 21.8
Time of Entry
1987-1990 7.0 4.9 8.1
1980-1986 18.3 12.1 21.5
1970-1979 24.2 20.3 26.2
1960-1969 19.3 20.8 18.5
<1960 31.3 42.0 25.8
English ability
Well 84.4 98.4 77.2
Bad 15.6 1.7 22.9
N 28,694 9,783 18,911
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Since refugees enter the United States under 
policies which are different from that of other immigrant 
types, I separate them from other immigrants in certain 
parts of the analysis to determine if the refugees are 
inflating the AFDC and SSI receipt for immigrants.
Whereas 21.8 percent of single or dual-headed immigrant 
families are from refugee sending countries, only 11.8 
percent of immigrants with native spouses are from such 
countries.
With respect to date of entry only 7 percent of 
immigrants entered the United States recently. Most 
immigrants with a native spouse entered the United States 
before 1960, while most immigrants with an immigrant 
spouse or no spouse entered during the 1970s. Thus, 
perhaps prior findings that recent immigrants, entering 
during the 1970s, use more welfare than immigrants 
entering before 1960 could be related to immigrant family 
type more so than period of entry.
Finally, 84.4 percent of immigrant families have a 
family head that speaks English well. This percentage is 
higher for immigrant family types with native heads and 
lower for dual and single immigrant family heads. Almost 
a quarter of single or dual immigrant family heads
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describes their English speaking ability as poor. As 
one would expect, 98.4 percent of immigrants with mixed 
nativity heads have a least one spouse that speaks 
English well.
If lower English proficiency results in higher AFDC 
or SSI usage, then I would expect that dual or single 
immigrant families would use more AFDC or SSI than native 
families or mixed nativity status immigrant families.
Table 5.5 addresses this issue and shows that of the 
immigrant family heads who speak English poorly, 8.5 
percent receive AFDC and 10.4 percent receive SSI. These 
percentages are clearly higher than for those who speak 
English well.
Table 5.5 also shows that immigrant families from 
lower GDP countries have higher percentages receiving 
AFDC and SSI than do immigrant families from higher GDP 
countries. Also, those who arrived earliest have the 
greater percentage receiving SSI. A larger percentage of 
those from the early 1980s are receiving AFDC than that 
of other time periods.
Borjas (1990) argues that earlier arriving 
immigrants are not as likely as recent immigrants to use 
welfare. Since Borjas used 1980 census data, recent





















Top GDP 0.9 2.8 9,444
Low GDP 4.7 4.9 18,516
Unspecified 5.2 4.9 734
Time of Entry
1986-89 4.2 2.2 2,012
1980-1985 6.4 3.0 5,239
1970's 4.7 3.2 6,931
1960's 3.0 4.0 5,534
<1960 0.9 6.3 8,978
English Speaking Ability
English well 2.5 3.1 24,212
English bad 8.5 10.4 4,482
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Table 5.6 Percentage Distribution of Time of Entry
b^^Countr^^f^or^iri
Top GDP Low GDP Unspecified
Time of Entry 
1987-1990 5.6 7.7 7.2
1980-1986 7.1 23.8 22.5
1970-1979 10.5 31.1 24.9
1960-1969 20.0 19.0 17.0
<1960 56.8 18.4 28.3
N 9,444 18,516 734
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immigrants were those who arrived in the 1970s in his 
study. Borjas argued that recent immigrants were less 
likely to have marketable skills than older ones because 
most of the recent immigrants were from developing 
countries. My results in Table 5.6 verify Borjas' 
findings that lower GDP countries sent more immigrants 
during the 1970s than during the other time periods and 
that most of immigrants from the higher GDP countries 
arrived in the United States before 1960.
Table 5.7 shows that among all the immigrant family 
types, those who speak English well declines from the 
earliest entry period to the most recent period. In 
fact, 71.7 percent of immigrant family heads from the 
most recent period speak English well, while 93.8 percent 
of those from before 1960 speak English well. This could 
suggest that the longer immigrants are in the United 
States, the more they become proficient in English 
(Borjas and Trejo 1991). However, a larger portion of 
immigrants from higher GDP countries arrived in the 
United States before 1960. Suggesting that those who 
immigrated during that period from the higher GDP nations 
already knew how to speak English.
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Table 5.7 Percentage Distribution of English 
__^_^_^_=^^geaJcin2MAbil^^ ^ijn^of^Entr^^^^^^
________________ 1987-90 1980-86 1970-79 1960-69 <1960
English
Well 71.7 72.8 81.8 88.0 93.8
Bad 28.3 27.2 18.2 12.1 6.3
N 2,012 5,239 6,931 5,534 8,978
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The analysis of bivariate relationships showed 
that there was a relationship between nativity status and 
AFDC and SSI receipt. The breakdown of inunigrant family 
types shows higher receipt for dual or single immigrant 
families than for mixed nativity families. Since Tables
5.2 and 5.5 show that human capital and migrant 
characteristics are related to AFDC and SSI receipt, and 
Tables 5.3 and 5.4 show that the human capital and 
migrant characteristics vary according to immigrant 
spouse type, it is appropriate to continue AFDC and SSI 
analyses with these variables. More specifically, by 
controlling for human capital characteristics and family 
head types, I can determine whether these characteristics 
are actually sources of AFDC and SSI receipt rather than 
that of date of entry, English speaking ability, or 
country of origin differences.
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Chapter 6 
Comparing Natives to Immigrants 
Huaaa Capital
Based on the results presented above, I proceed with 
my analyses by testing the relationship between nativity 
status and AFDC and SSI receipt. In addition, I separate 
the two immigrant family types, as discussed above, to 
test the relationships between family types and AFDC and 
SSI receipt. I estimate these models with and without 
the human capital controls.
Model 6.11 in Table 6.1 shows that immigrant 
families are more likely than native families to receive 
AFDC. My estimates in models 6.12 and 6.14 show that low 
education, low skill occupation or unemployment, and 
young age contribute to AFDC receipt. Also, the control 
for marital status shows that single family heads are 
more likely to receive AFDC than married family heads.
The estimates in Table 6.1 lead one to the 
conclusion that immigrant families are greater in their 
AFDC receipt than are native families even after human 
capital and marital status are taken into account. Model 
6.12 shows that the magnitude of the estimate increases
75
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U.S. Native contrast contrast
Immigrant .0977* .0335 .1981* .0355
Immigrant Spouse Type
U.S. Native contrast contrast
Immigrant or no spouse .2921* .0372 .2074* .0394
Native spouse .0339 .0761 .1615* .0771
Education
Less than high school .2672* .0348 .2658* .0349
Some high school .7452* .0218 .7451* .0218
High school diploma contrast contrast
4 year college degree -1.2754* .0465 -1.2755* .0465
Employment
White contrast contrast
Blue or pink .5955* .0345 .5952* .0345
No job 1.7879* .0405 1.7878* .0405
Age
<30 .7857* .0195 .7856* .0195
30-64 contrast contrast
65+ -4.4407* .0858 -4.4404* .0858
Marital Status
Married contrast contrast contrast
Not married .7026* .0200 1.0632* .0185 .7013* .0201
Intercept -3.4262 .0090 -4.3477 .0343 -3.9999 .0150 -4.3465 .0344
-2 log-likelihood 121,448.4 100,334.84 117,779.64 100,334.55
N 431,986 431,986 431,986 431,986
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once the human capital characteristics are included 
indicating lower levels of human capital characteristics 
of immigrants. Model 6.14 shows that mixed nativity 
status families have human capital characteristics that 
decrease the likelihood of AFDC receipt.
As in the case of AFDC, low skill occupation or 
unemployment, and single family headship contribute to 
SSI receipt. However, unlike the case for AFDC, older 
family heads contribute to SSI receipt. Models 6.21 and 
6.22 in Table 6.2 show immigrant and native families are 
no different in their SSI receipt even when taking into 
account human capital and marital status. Model 6.23 
shows that immigrants with native spouses are less likely 
to receive SSI than natives and that dual or single 
immigrant families are more likely to receive SSI than 
natives. However, once human capital characteristics are 
included in the model 6.24, the dual or single immigrant 
families SSI receipt is no different than natives while 
the difference between immigrants with native spouses 
remains essentially the same as in model 6.23.
There is no significant difference in AFDC use 
between dual immigrant family heads and mixed nativity 
status family heads. Model 6.14 is not significantly

















Table 6.2 Logistic Regression of SSI on Nativity Status, Immigrant Spouse Type,
and Controls
Model 6.21 Model 6.22 Model 6.23 Model 6.24
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.
Nativity Status
U.S. Native contrast contrast
Immigrant -.0029 .0304 -.0485 .0321
Immigrant Spouse Type
U.S. Native contrast contrast
Immigrant or no spouse .2106* .0336 -.0132 .0353
Native spouse -.1927* .0712 -.1935* .0727
Education
Less than high school 1.2962* .0207 1.2938* .0207
Some high school .7807* .0214 .7800* .0214
High school diploma contrast contrast
4 year college degree -.6047* .0378 -.6045* .0378
Employment
White contrast contrast
Blue or pink .4133* .0361 .4124* ,0361
No job 1.5082* .0390 1.5077* .0390
Age
<30 -1.4676* .0510 -1.4678* .0510
30-64 contrast contrast
65+ .2121* .0208 .2134* .0208
Marital Status
Married contrast contrast contrast
Not married .3101* .0176 .9866* .0159 .3055* .0177
Intercept -3.121 .00783 -4.3607 .0351 -3.6366 .0128 -4.357 .0351
-2 log-likelihood 151,199.74 125,821.2 146,948.02 125,815.95
N 431,906 431,986 431,986 431,986
*p<.05 -J00
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better than model 6.12. AFDC receipt is greater for 
both dual immigrant and mixed nativity family heads than 
for U.S. natives when controls are entered into the 
equation.
However, Model 6.24 fits significantly better at the 
.05 level than model 6.22. If the immigrant families are 
not separated into the two categories, the estimates, as 
shown in model 6.22 would lead us to believe that 
immigrants with a U.S. spouse have the same chances of 
SSI receipt as those with immigrant or no spouse.
However, once I separate the two family types, I find 
that the mixed immigrant family heads' SSI receipt is 
significantly lower than that of U.S. natives.
In the following sections, I predict AFDC and SSI 
while assigning immigrant families to country of origin, 
time of entry, and English speaking ability categories. 
Since family spouse status is a relevant predictor of 
AFDC and SSI receipt, I further divide each of these 
categories into the more detailed attributes of immigrant 
family head's spouse status. In addition, I test the 
role of refugee status.
The estimates in Tables 6.1 and 6.2 demonstrate that 
greater education and white-collar occupational skills
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decrease the likelihood of AFDC and SSI usage than less 
education and blue-pink collar occupational skills. 
Families with younger heads are more likely to use AFDC 
while families with older heads are more likely to use 
SSI. In addition, immigrant families use AFDC more than 
U.S. families and that they do not use SSI more than U.S. 
families. If immigrant families were both shown to use 
AFDC and SSI more than U.S. families, then it would be 
reasonable to combine AFDC and SSI as one dependent 
variable. However, since this is not the case, it is 
better to separate the two welfare components of the 
census variable.
Country o£ Origin
In this section, I test the relationship between 
various categories of country of origin and AFDC and SSI 
receipt. In the first model I categorize country of 
origin into the top and low GDP countries. In the second 
model I place refugees in their own category. I then 
proceed to separate the top and low level GDP countries 
into continental divisions while continuing to place 
refugees in a category of their own. Finally, I separate 
the high and low GDP continental divisions into those 
with no spouse or with an immigrant spouse and into those
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with a U.S. native spouse while maintaining a refugee 
category.
I begin with the examination of the GDP of the 
country of origin and its relationship to AFDC and SSI 
receipt. The estimates in models 6.31 and 6.33 provide 
support for Borjas' position that immigrants from the 
higher GDP countries are less likely than natives to 
receive AFDC and SSI, while those from the lower GDP 
countries are more likely than natives are to receive 
AFDC and SSI. Even though these results support Borjas, 
further analyses show less support for his hypothesis 
regarding welfare usage of immigrants from lower GDP 
countries.
A chi-square test between models 6.31 and 6.32 shows 
that including refugee status in the equation improves 
the model fit for predicting AFDC receipt. In model 
6.31, refugees are not isolated into a separate category. 
Once refugees are added in a separate category to the 
model, the significant effect for low GDP countries is 
diminished for AFDC. The estimates also show that 
refugee family heads are significantly more likely than 
are natives to receive AFDC.
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Also, a chi-square test between models 6.33 and 
6.34 shows that including refugee status in the equation 
improves the model fit for predicting SSI receipt. Once 
refugees are added to the model, the significant effect 
for low GDP countries is eliminated for SSI receipt. At 
least for SSI at this point in my analysis, Borjas' 
assertion that inclusion of refugees could not account 
for welfare differences between immigrants and natives is 
overstated.
Borjas argues that Jensen's comparison of ethnic 
immigrants to similar ethnic natives is irrelevant 
because it does not inform policy issues. Borjas, as 
discussed earlier, includes the country of origin in his 
analysis and determines that immigrant household heads 
from mostly lower GDP countries are more likely than 
natives are to receive welfare. I combine elements of 
both Borjas' and Jensen's analysis by implicitly 
including ethnic categories as suggested by Jensen, but 
with GDP divisions and comparison to natives as Borjas 
recommends. The results discussed below demonstrate that 
both GDP and ethnic categories, defined broadly, are 
significantly related to AFDC and SSI receipt.
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I divide the top GDP countries into the top GDP 
European, Asia, and Americas and then I do the same for 
the low GDP countries. Unlike Jensen, however, I do not 
compare the Asians or other continental groups to 
ethnically similar U.S. natives. Like Borjas, I compare 
each group to U.S. natives as a whole. The models 6.41 
and 6.42 in Table 6.4 are improvements over models 6.32 
and 6.34 in Table 6.3. This means that not only is it an 
improvement, as shown above, to include refugee status in 
the equation, but that is also an improvement to 
distinguish between the continents.
In support of Borjas with regard to immigrant headed 
households from top GDP countries, immigrant families 
with headship from the top GDP Americas and top GDP 
European countries use significantly less AFDC and SSI 
than do U.S. native families. Also, immigrant families 
from low GDP Americas are more likely to use AFDC than 
U.S. native families, while the low GDP Asian countries 
are more likely to use SSI than do U.S. natives. Also 
immigrant families from Oceania, Caribbean, and African 
countries, all of which consists mainly of low GDP 
countries, receive more AFDC than do U.S. native 
families.
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Table 6.4 Logistic Regression of AFDC and SSI on 
Continental GDP
Model 6.41 Model 6.42
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.
Country of origin
□.S . native contrast contrast
Minus refugees
Top Europe -.9302* .1501 -.5948* .0775
Top Asia -.5712 .2889 -.4787 .3089
Top Americas -.5030* .2228 -.4273* .1295
Low Europe -.3360 .2570 -.2867 .1558
Low Asia -.2289 .1470 .5288* .1036
Low Americas .2259* .0539 -.1292* .0600
Oceania, Caribbean, Africa .6339* .1016 .1476 .1295
All refugees .7774* .0678 .4646* .0589
Unspecified .4205* .1760 .0578 .1792
Intercept -4.3396 .0343 -4.3631 .0351
-2 log-likelihood 100,132.49 125,647.73
N 431,986 431,586
*p<.05
Note: Models include controls for marital status, educational level, 
age, and employment categories.
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Yet, in contrast to Borjas with regard to 
immigrant households from low GDP countries, immigrant 
families from low GDP Asian countries are not different 
in AFDC receipt from U.S. native families. Also, 
immigrant families from low GDP European countries are no 
different in AFDC or SSI receipt than native families.
And more importantly, immigrant families from low 
Americas are significantly less likely than U.S. native 
families to receive SSI. Therefore, even though the 
tests of GDP divisions and segments of the further 
classification of GDP divisions into continental 
divisions support Borjas' argument in some ways, the 
inclusion of refugee status along with continental 
divisions demonstrates that the low and top GDP divisions 
are not as unambiguous as Borjas asserts.
The next models, 6.51 and 6.52, duplicate the above 
analysis with the exception of further dividing the lower 
and higher GDP continents into dual or single immigrant 
family heads and into mixed nativity family heads. These 
models are significant improvements over models 6.41 and 
6.42. This analysis provides stronger support for 
Borjas' hypotheses regarding immigrants from low GDP 
countries than the previous analysis. Borjas' argument
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Top Europe -1.2326* .2169 -.6701* .0939
Top Asia -.9864* .3916 -.4287 .3652
Top Americas -.8244* .3402 -.4519* . 1518
Low Europe -.2438 .2764 -.3178 .1717
Low Asia -.2848 .1627 .6106* .1088
Low Americas .1702* .0602 -.1831* .0674
Oceania, Caribbean, &
Africa .5849* .1104 .2154 .1357




.1110 .2247 -.0850 .2200
Top Europe -.5511* .2065 -.4200* .1354
Top Asia .2309 .4155 -.5960 .5817
Top Americas -.1791 .2930 -.3770 .2235
Low Europe -.7972 .7127 -.1318 .3667
Low Asia .0617 .3388 -.1114 .3597
Low Americas .4625* .1132 .0935 .1268
Oceania, Caribbean, &
Africa .9277* .2520 -.4160 .4542
All refugees -.2176 .2925 -.2070 .2113












Note: Models include controls for marital status, educational level, 
age, and employment categories.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
88
that the inclusion of those from refugee sending 
countries can not explain the welfare receipt gap between 
U.S. natives and immigrants is partially supported by the 
estimates for the single and dual immigrant-headed 
families. As can be seen on Table 6.5, the models 
predicting AFDC and SSI include refugee status.
All single and dual immigrant-headed families from 
the top GDP European, Asian, and American countries use 
significantly less AFDC than do U.S. natives. In 
addition, single and dual immigrant-headed families from 
top GDP European and American countries use significantly 
less SSI than do U.S. natives, with the top GDP Asian 
countries' SSI receipt being no different from that of 
U.S. natives. Also, those from refugee sending countries 
with this family headship type are more likely to use 
AFDC and SSI.
The single and dual immigrant-headed families from 
low GDP countries do not support Borjas1 hypothesis as 
well as these families from the top GDP continents.
Among this family type, only immigrant families from low 
GDP American countries are more likely to receive AFDC 
and that of those from Asian countries are more likely to 
receive SSI than U.S native families, natives. In fact,
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the low GDP American countries are even less likely 
than U.S. natives to receive SSI.
Borjas receives more support for his hypotheses from 
both immigrant family types from Oceania, Caribbean, 
African countries. Both family types from these 
countries, which are mostly low GDP countries, as 
mentioned earlier, are more likely than are U.S. native 
families to receive AFDC. However, neither the mixed 
nativity families nor the single or dual immigrant headed 
families from those countries are different from U.S. 
natives with regard to their SSI receipt.
Borjas' hypothesis is minimally supported by the 
estimates predicting AFDC and SSI receipt from the mixed 
nativity headed families. The SSI receipt patterns 
suggest that immigrant families that include an U.S. 
native head operate more like U.S. natives. The 
exception is, as discussed above, that higher GDP 
European family heads have significantly less AFDC and 
SSI receipt rates regardless of the nativity status of 
the spouse. The mixed family heads from the Americas 
behave no differently than U.S. natives with regard to 
AFDC and SSI receipt, with the exception of mixed 
nativity headed families from low GDP Americans who have
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greater AFDC receipt. Furthermore, refugee heads with 
native spouses are not significantly different from 
natives' AFDC or SSI receipt, while, as mentioned 
earlier, refugee heads with immigrant spouses are 
significantly more likely to receive AFDC or SSI.
Dual immigrant family heads' AFDC receipt patterns 
are more consistent with Borjas' expectations than are 
mixed family heads. The mixed immigrant heads tend to be 
more similar to U.S. natives' SSI and AFDC receipt than 
to that of single or dual immigrant-headed families. For 
example, the single or dual-headed refugee families are 
more likely to receive AFDC and SSI, while the mixed 
nativity status immigrant headed families are no 
different than U.S. native families. Analyses using the 
country of origin GDP differences should, based on the 
above findings, include continental divisions, refugee 
status, and spouse type.
At the end of each section is a summary chart of the 
estimates indicating the direction of significance or 
lack of significance between immigrant GDP categories and 
U.S. natives. These charts provide a representation of 
the country of origin estimates. Chart 6.1 represents 
estimates for AFDC receipt and Chart 6.2 represents that

















Chart 6.1 Summary of GDP and Spouse Type Distinctions 
for AFDC*
All Immigrant Immigrant spouse Native spouse
spouse types or no spouse
minus refugees minus refugees minus refugees
Top Burope < < <
Top Asia - < -
Top Americas < < -
Oceania, Caribbean, Africa > > >
Low Europe - - -
Low Asia - - -
Low Americas > > >
*A11 equations included the controls for marital status, education, 
age, and employment.
Note: ’<' means significantly less than natives; means
not significantly different from natives; '>' means 

















Chart 6.2 Summary of GDP and Spouse Type Distinctions 
for SSI*
All Immigrant Immigrant spouse Native spouse
spouse types or no spouse
minus refugees minus refugees minus refugees
Top Europe < < <
Top Asia - - -
Top Americas < < -
Oceania, Caribbean, Africa - -
Low Europe - - -
Low Asia > > -
Low Americas < < -
*A11 equations included the controls for marital status, education, 
age, and employment.
Note: '<' means significantly less than natives; means
not significantly different from natives; ' >* means 
significantly greater than natives.
vow
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for SSI receipt. The first column in Charts 6.1 and
6.2 shows the relationship between all immigrant-headed 
families of specific GDP continental categories and AFDC 
and SSI receipt as compared to D.S. natives. This first 
column does not separate immigrant spouse types. The 
second column refers to single or dual immigrant-headed 
families and the third refers to those with native 
spouses.
It is now easier to see that estimates for the top 
GDP European and non-refugee low GDP American countries 
support Borjas' hypothesis for AFDC receipt. Also, 
estimates for the top GDP European countries support 
Borjas' hypothesis for SSI receipt. However, these 
charts also show that the AFDC and SSI receipt of the 
other GDP countries do not follow the patterns 
hypothesized by Borjas.
Date of Entry 
In this section, I test the relationship between 
various categories of date of entry and AFDC and SSI 
receipt. I first test the relationships between simple 
categorization of date of entry and AFDC and SSI. Next,
I exclude refugees from the date of entry categories and 
place refugees in their appropriate date slots. Finally,
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I duplicate the analysis with refugees in their own 
date of entry categories and separate the immigrants into 
those with no spouse or with an immigrant spouse and into 
those with a U.S. native spouse.
Models 6.61 and 6.63 show, in contrast to Borjas 
with regard to welfare receipt by immigrant headed 
households, recent immigrant headed families are not more 
likely to receive AFDC or SSI. However, immigrant headed 
families entering during the early 1980s and 1970s do 
have greater AFDC receipt than native families. Also, 
immigrant headed families entering during the 1960s have 
greater SSI receipt than native families. Borjas is, 
therefore, correct in his assessment that different 
chronological periods are correlated with greater 
immigrant welfare receipt than other periods.
Borjas is not, however, necessarily correct in his 
assessment that immigration policy has resulted in recent 
immigrant households being more welfare dependent. 
Refugees, as stated earlier, receive different policy 
considerations than non-refugees. When I separate 
refugee headed families from other immigrant families of 
their appropriate date of entry period, non-refugee



















6.61 AFDC Model 6.62 
S.E. Coeff. S.E.
SSI Model 6.63 
Coeff. S.E.
SSI Model 6.64 
Coeff. S.E.
Nativity status
U.S. native contrast contrast contrast contrast
Immigrants
1987-1990 -.0934 .1173 -.1004 .1573
1980-1986 .4277* .0604 -.0091 .0846
1970-1979 .3537* .0603 .0012 .0714
1960-1969 .1106 .0814 .1856* .0722












































































headed families of all but entry period do not have 
greater AFDC or SSI receipt than U.S. native families.
The models 6.62 and 6.64 show that there is a 
striking portrait of immigrant AFDC and SSI receipt when 
including those immigrant families from refugee sending 
countries in the date of entry period model. Only the 
1970s non-refugee immigrants are more likely to receive 
AFDC than are natives. This does not mean that the 1970s 
immigrants are across the board more likely than natives 
to receive welfare. I argue this because the 1970s 
immigrants receive significantly less SSI than do 
natives. In fact, immigrants in all of the date of entry 
periods, except for the 1960s decade, receives 
significantly less SSI than do natives. In addition, the 
most recent immigrant headed families, as well as those 
from the oldest time period, receive significantly less 
AFDC than do natives.
The profile for refugee families by date of entry 
period is quite different from that for non-refugees. 
Refugee headed families who entered during the early 
1980s and during the 1970s have greater AFDC and SSI 
receipt rates than do native families. The refugee 
families who entered during the 1960s period are no
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different than native families with regard to AFDC 
receipt. However, refugee and non-refugee headed 
families who entered during this period have greater SSI 
receipt than native families. All the immigrants 
entering during the pre-1960s periods, regardless of 
refugee status, receive significantly less AFDC and SSI 
than natives.
Once I include refugee status in the model, as 
mentioned above, recent refugees are more likely to 
receive AFDC and SSI than are natives. On the other 
hand, the recent immigrant headed families, excluding the 
refugees, are significantly less likely than are natives 
to receive either AFDC or SSI. The above findings 
indicate the beginning of the breakdown of Borjas' 
objections to recent immigrants.
In exploring further, I examine models that separate 
the refugee and non-refugee AFDC and SSI models into the 
two immigrant family types. Table 6.7 shows the 
estimates for these different family types of single or 
dual immigrant headed and mixed nativity headed families. 
The category of recent immigrants from refugee sending 
countries includes both family types in order to have 
enough cases to run the analysis. The recent immigrant
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Table 6.7 Logistic Regression of AFDC and SSI on 










U.S. native contrast contrast
Immigrant spouse 
Minus Refugees
1987-1990 -.8272* .1907 -1.1022* .3210
1980-1986 .0252 .0842 -.3775* .1257
1970-1979 .2517* .0754 -.3642* .1000
1960-1969 .1819 .1005 .0973 .0948
<1960 -.5100* .1558 -.1741* .0594
Refugees
1987-1990+ 1.0772* .1765 .3927 1.C118
1980-1986 1.3427* .1051 .9490* .2036
1970-1979 .8429* .1392 1.1497* .1207
1960-1969 -.0723 .2343 .7865* .1365
<1960 -1.0262* .5091 -.3598* .1319
Native spouse 
Minus Refugees
1987-1990 -.0008 .3239 -.9708 .7136
1980-1986 .4071* .1689 -1.6629* .5795
1970-1979 .4190* .1412 -.5040* .2329
1960-1969 .0793 .1727 -.2832 .2038
<1960 -.0717 .1746 .0025 .0912
Refugees
1980-1986 1.0930* .3706 .7246* .1214
1970-1979 -.9851 .7111 .0789 .4542
1960-1969 -1.0447 1.0049 -1.0847 1.0066










+Immigrant or native spouse
Note: Models include controls for marital status, educational 
level, age, and employment categories.
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refugee headed families are significantly more likely 
to receive AFDC and they are no different in SSI receipt 
than are natives.
As discussed earlier, the 1980s research shows that 
the recent immigrant households, that is, the 1970s 
immigrant households, use more welfare than natives.
Borjas and Trejo (1991) interpreted this as an increase 
in immigrants who are more welfare prone than previous 
immigrants and natives. What is interesting is that 1990 
data show that 1970s immigrants have significantly 
greater welfare receipt than natives. All categories of 
the 197 0s immigrants, except for refugees with U.S. 
native spouses, are more likely to use AFDC than are 
natives. This is surprising since I would have expected 
that those entering in the 1970s would be an older group 
by 1989 and less likely to be eligible for AFDC. 
Consequently, I suspect that the 1970s immigrants using 
AFDC were children when they entered into the United 
States. This implies that Borjas and Trejo are partially 
correct in their assessment of recent, that is 1970s, 
immigrants as welfare prone. An interpretation could be 
that the older 1970s immigrants could have passed on 
their welfare tendency to their children.
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On the other side, if the older generation of 
1970s immigrants continue their welfare proneness, one 
should also expect that the 1970s should have greater SSI 
usage than natives. However, with the exception of 
single or dual immigrant headed families, immigrants from 
the 1970s decade are actually less likely than natives to 
receive SSI, or are no different, than natives. Although 
this is not a time series analysis, in the spirit of 
Borjas' extrapolation, I would suggest that, for those 
interpreting these data from a culture of poverty 
perspective, if the 1970s immigrants transmit welfare 
proclivity to their young, they ultimately remove 
themselves from the cycle. The confirmation of this 
thesis, of course, would require greater research with 
time series data.
As in the case of Borjas' claims pertaining to GDP 
divisions, evidence from the date of entry periods also 
does not corroborate Borjas' ideas that recent immigrants 
are more likely to participate in the welfare system than 
earlier arrivals. Therefore, Borjas' broad 
representation of immigrant welfare use regarding date of 
entry as a predictor of welfare use need to be modified. 
Policy inferences by Borjas would, therefore, need to be
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concerned with refugees as well as spouse type rather 
than general "welfare prone" waves of immigrants.
The above comments are not implying a dismissal of 
Borjas' analysis, but are meant to suggest an adjustment 
of his analysis and reinterpretation of immigrant welfare 
use data. My analyses cannot refute completely Borjas' 
claim that recent immigrants are more likely to use 
welfare than natives or other immigrants since he defines 
it broadly. Although, non-refugee recent immigrant 
headed families measured in my study do not use more AFDC 
or SSI than natives, many of these immigrants may be 
newly legalized, and therefore, ineligible for welfare.
The following summary charts, 6.3 and 6.4, represent 
estimates for the relationship between date of entry and 
AFDC and SSI receipt, respectively. The first column of 
each chart shows the relationship the date of entry 
categories AFDC and SSI receipt. This first column does 
not exclude refugees nor separate immigrant spouse types. 
The second column of each chart shows the relationship 
between non-refugee, single or dual immigrant-headed 
families and AFDC and SSI receipt. The third column of 
each chart shows the relationship between refugee, single 
or dual immigrant-headed families and AFDC and SSI

















Chart 6.3 Summary of Time of Entry and Spouse Type
Distinctions for AFDC*
All Immigrant Immigrant spouse Native spouse
spouse types or no spouse
minus refugees minus only minus only
refugees refugees refugees refugees
1987-1990+ < < > - >
1980-1986 - - > > >
1970-1979 > > > > -
1960-1969 - - - - -
<1960 < < < - -
*A11 equations included the controls for marital status, education, 
age, and employment.
+Immigrant or native spouse for only refugees category.
Note: '<’ means significantly less than natives; means
not significantly different from natives; '>' means 


















Chart 6.4 Summary of Time of Entry and Spouse type 
Distinctions for SSI*
All Immigrant Immigrant spouse Native spouse
spouse types or no spouse
minus refugees minus only minus only
refugees refugees refugees refugees
1987-1990+ < < - - -
1980-1986 < < > < >
1970-1979 < < > < -
1960-1969 - - > - -
<1960 < < < - -
*A11 equations included the controls for marital status, education, 
age, and employment.
+Immigrant or native spouse for only refugees category.
Note: '<’ means significantly less than natives; ' means
not significantly different from natives; '>' means 
significantly greater than natives.
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receipt. The fourth column of each chart shows the 
relationship between non-refugee, mixed nativity headed 
families and AFDC and SSI receipt. The fifth column of 
each chart shows the relationship between refugee, mixed 
nativity headed families and AFDC and SSI receipt.
As discussed above, it is now easier to see that 
non-refugee 1970s immigrants are more likely than natives 
to receive AFDC. For this time period, unlike the other 
periods, families headed by either spouse type are more 
likely than natives to receive AFDC. Also, recent 
immigrants receive significantly less, or are not 
different, in AFDC and SSI receipt than natives. This 
visual aid helps demonstrate that immigrants of all time 
periods are either less likely than or are no different 
from natives in their SSI, unlike that for AFDC receipt.
Knglish Proficiency 
I examine English speaking ability as a migrant 
characteristic as I did in the cases of country of origin 
and date of entry variables. As in the cases of date of 
entry and country of origin, the effects of English 
speaking ability on AFDC and SSI is partially explained 
by the human capital characteristics I use in my study.
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Non-English speaking immigrants are more likely 
to find lower paying jobs than their English speaking 
counterparts (Isbister 1996). Since the non-English 
speaking immigrants find lower paying jobs, it would be 
reasonable to assume that these immigrants would have 
greater need for welfare than their English speaking 
counterparts. In fact, English speaking ability lead to 
lower chances of welfare receipt (Tienda and Jensen 
1986) . Nevertheless, Borjas and Trejo (1991) , using 
synthetic cohorts created from cross-sectional data sets, 
found that immigrant assimilation into the United States 
leads to greater welfare dependency.
Models 6.81 and 6.83 in Table 6.8 show that 
immigrant heads who speak English poorly are more likely 
to receive AFDC and SSI than are natives. Although this 
is not a time series analysis, there is a subtle time 
element in the equation. Since AFDC is generally for 
younger families and SSI is generally for older families, 
these results do not lend credibility to Borjas' concerns 
regarding greater use of welfare by immigrants over time.
I argue this because the immigrant family heads 
proficient in English are no different from native family 
heads' AFDC receipt but are significantly less likely





























































































than native families to receive SSI. The true test, 
however, will be found by tracking the current recipients 
of AFDC. Borjas' hypothesis would be substantiated if 
the current recipients of AFDC become proficient in 
English and have greater SSI or other welfare receipt 
than do natives in the future.
Tienda and Jensen's (1986) findings that immigrant 
headed family-households are more likely to receive 
welfare if the head has poor English skills is supported 
by my analysis. Models 6.82 and 6.84 show immigrant 
families with heads who speak English poorly, whether 
they are refugees or not, are more likely to receive AFDC 
and SSI than natives. However, immigrant headed refugee 
families who are proficient in English are also more 
likely to receive AFDC and SSI than are native families.
Table 6.9 shows that non-refugee immigrants who have 
native spouses are more likely to receive AFDC than 
natives, but this is not the case for SSI receipt. The 
immigrant mixed nativity headed families from refugee 
sending countries are no different in their AFDC or SSI 
receipt than natives. However, regardless of English 
proficiency, single or dual immigrant-headed refugee 
families are more likely to receive AFDC or SSI.
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Table 6.9 Logistic Regression of AFDC and SSI on















English well -.1906* .0598 -.4222* .0552
English bad 
Refugees
.3661* .0725 .1651* .0656
English well .4767* .0972 .3213* .0823
English bad 
Native spouse
1.5314* .1066 .8882* .0945
Minus refugees .1995* .0798 -.1859* .0771












Note: Models include controls for marital status, educational 
level, age, and employment categories.
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Tienda and Jensen's (1986) findings that greater 
English proficiency decreases the likelihood of welfare 
receipt are supported by my results. The one exception 
is that the dual immigrant spouses from refugee sending 
countries who speak English well are more likely than 
natives to receive AFDC or SSI; whereas the mixed 
nativity headed refugee families are no different in 
their AFDC and SSI receipt. My results present the need 
to modify Borjas' (1990) hypothesis that immigrants 
assimilate into welfare. Or more appropriately, my 
models require researchers to recognize differences in 
immigrant family head types. As in the case of GPD 
and date of entry, the equations for English speaking 
ability demonstrate that the more detailed distinctions 
of immigrant types improve the model fit.
Chart 6.5 and 6.6 represent estimates for AFDC and 
SSI receipt, respectively. The first column of both 
charts shows the relationship between all immigrant­
headed families for English proficiency and AFDC and SSI 
receipt as compared to U.S. natives. Patterns of welfare 
receipt shows that immigrants with poor English ability 
have a greater likelihood than natives to receive AFDC 
regardless of spouse type. While those who are
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
110
proficient in English are significantly less likely 
than natives to receive SSI. English ability is, as 
Borjas argues, related to welfare receipt. However, his 
interpretation is the opposite of my interpretation, 
which is that immigrants assimilate out of welfare as 
immigrants become proficient in English.

















Chart 6.5 Summary of English Speaking Ability and
All Immigrant Immigrant spouse
spouse types or no spouse
minus refugees minus only
refugees refugees
English well - < >
English bad > > >
*A11 equations included the controls for marital status, 
education, age, and employment.
Note: •<' means significantly less than natives; means
not significantly different from natives; ’>' means 


















Chart 6.6 Summary of English Speaking Ability and 
Spouse Distinctions for SSI*
All Immigrant Immigrant spouse
spouse types or no spouse




*A11 equations included the controls for marital status, 
education, age, and employment.
Note: '<’ means significantly less than natives; means
not significantly different from natives; ' >' means 




The central theme guiding welfare receipt research 
is whether or not certain groups are more burdensome than 
others. Immigrant welfare research is particularly 
interested in whether certain immigrant groups add to the 
burden of federal, state, or local budgets. Political 
implications of such research include restrictions on 
numbers of immigrants allowed to enter the United States 
and on welfare eligibility. Results regarding welfare 
receipt differences, which inform crucial immigration and 
welfare policies, are dependent on measurement procedures 
and theoretical issues.
My research varied from previous studies in that I 
used the family unit of analysis while others used the 
household or family-household unit of analysis. Van Hook 
et al. (1999) have clearly demonstrated a relationship 
between welfare receipt results and the unit of analysis 
used in the study of immigrant and native public 
assistance receipt. The discovery of this relationship 
does not mean estimates based on different units of 
analysis are meaningless.
113
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My models are more fully developed and more 
appropriately tested than Borjas' analysis of census 
data. Borjas attempts complicated analyses using 
synthetic cohorts. Unfortunately, census data is not 
suitable for time series analyses. On the other hand,
Borjas and Hilton (1996) use the Panel Survey of Income 
and Program Participation data for predicting immigrant 
welfare receipt. Borjas and Hilton (1996) are able to 
follow immigrants and natives over time and examine 
particular public assistant programs. They use the 
household unit of analysis, which will offer the upper 
bounds of differences, and calculate probabilities of 
public assistance receipt by nation of origin.
Borjas and Hilton (1996) admit that the household 
unit of analysis could be problematic since immigrant 
households are slightly larger than native households.
Even though that is definitely an issue to keep in mind, 
it is not as important as the number of families per 
household that may differ for immigrants and natives. My 
analyses bypass these concerns because the unit of 
analysis is the family.
It is not surprising that my research findings are 
different than Borjas' findings. Borjas used the
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household unit of analysis and found that immigrants 
from less developed countries used more welfare than U.S. 
natives. Perhaps Borjas' native-immigrant welfare gaps 
would be reduced if he used the family level of analysis. 
Also, by distinguishing between family head types, as I 
did, he may have noticed less of a difference between 
natives and different certain immigrant family types.
My findings support some of Borjas' findings and 
contradict some of his other findings. Borjas argues 
that low GDP immigrants are more likely than natives and 
top GDP immigrants to receive welfare. However, he 
examines frequencies and produces some probabilities for 
specific countries and does not test explicitly his 
hypotheses regarding welfare receipt and GDP of country 
of origin. Nevertheless, his results were provocative 
enough to merit further exploration.
I found that immigrant families from lower GDP 
countries are indeed more likely to receive AFDC and SSI. 
However, with my more detailed analyses using family head 
types, refugee status, and continental divisions, I found 
that not all immigrant family types from all lower GDP 
countries are more likely to receive public assistance.
My models advance immigrant welfare research by
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establishing that the presence of refugees, contrary 
to Borjas' assertion, does explain away SSI usage by 
immigrants from lower GDP countries and AFDC usage by 
immigrants from lower GDP Asian countries. My estimates 
validate Borjas' findings only for the lower GDP Americas 
and not for the lower GDP Asian or European countries, 
and then, only for AFDC and not for SSI receipt.
Again, I disagree with Borjas' assertion that recent 
immigrants are more likely to become welfare recipients. 
Borjas' analyses of 1980 data, however, could easily lead 
one to suspect recent immigrants, those being 1970s 
entrants, are more welfare prone. In fact, my data 
analyses show that the 1970s immigrants are more likely 
to receive AFDC than are natives, regardless of spouse 
type or refugee status. Yet, the 1970s immigrants are 
less likely to receive SSI than natives are once refugee 
status is added to the model.
Borjas' claim that immigrants assimilate into 
welfare can not be examined by these data. Jensen and 
Tienda's results are, on the other hand, upheld.
Although this is not an exact duplicate of Jensen and 
Tienda's finding that English proficiency is related to 
less welfare use, the results support this argument. I
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argue this because all immigrant family types with 
higher English proficiency are significantly less likely 
than are natives to receive SSI and those family types 
with poor English ability are significantly less likely 
than are natives to receive AFDC. One might explain this 
as English proficiency allowing for freedom from SSI 
dependence for the older generation, while lack of 
proficiency results in greater AFDC for the younger 
generation. Another interesting point is that the single 
immigrant or dual immigrant headed families with high 
English proficiency are significantly less likely to use 
AFDC while immigrants with native spouses are actually no 
different in AFDC receipt than U.S. natives. These 
family types, however, are more likely to receive SSI if 
their English is poor than are natives.
As in the case for GDP country of origin and date of 
entry, English speaking ability is not explained away by 
including human capital characteristics. However, 
perhaps other human capital characteristics that could 
have accounted for the relationship between the migrant 
characteristics and AFDC and SSI receipt were omitted 
from my models. It would be worth further pursuit of 
additional or alternative family and individual level
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variables that could expose more information regarding 
immigrant welfare receipt.
There is a theoretical need to specify spouse and 
refugee statuses when examining immigrant AFDC or SSI 
receipt. Immigrant family heads married to native 
spouses may be substantively different from immigrants 
who are single or married to immigrants. Although there 
is no clear pattern here to demonstrate whether or not 
mixed or dual nativity status will better predict AFDC or 
SSI, these statuses enhance country of origin, date of 
entry, and English speaking ability predictive models.
The theoretical distinctions imply a need for policy 
makers to consider immigrant family types as varied 
according to spouse status.
Immigrant public assistance research does not need 
to find all possible family and individual variables in 
order to progress. Researchers have begun the process of 
using macro-level analysis for welfare receipt. I 
recommend a deepening commitment to such analyses, 
especially if researchers can examine welfare programs 
separately, include refugee status, and determine family 
headship status.
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According to Kalleberg and Sorensen (1979), the 
arena in which individuals sell their labor is referred 
to as a market. Research shows that specific labor 
market features result in particular outcomes for 
laborers within the market (Kalleberg and Sorensen 1979). 
In other words, characteristics of the labor market in 
addition to human capital characteristics of laborers can 
predict outcomes such as earnings.
Labor market theory links labor market 
characteristics, such as occupational and industrial 
balance of employment, to job characteristics, such as 
earnings level and employment stability (Sassen 1994).
For instance, Stearns and Coleman (1990) find that black 
males are employed more often in declining manufacturing 
than in growing manufacturing sectors. Bloomquist (1990) 
finds that labor market areas of greater population 
density have greater employment opportunities for blacks. 
Deseran, Li, and Wojtkiewicz (1993) find that women's 
employment opportunities are higher in local labor market 
areas with better economic performance.
Since there is a connection between labor force 
outcomes and labor market characteristics, it is 
reasonable to ask whether or not resource opportunities
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within labor markets determine dependence on public 
assistance. Since labor markets may influence public 
assistance utilization, one needs to determine if public 
assistance utilization differences result from natives 
and immigrants living in different labor market areas.
It may be that different immigrant family types or 
those with or without refugee status may inhabit 
different labor market types. Perhaps such research 
could account for the significantly greater AFDC or SSI 
receipt of particular immigrant family types. In 
addition, such research may illuminate labor market 
effects for each of the migrant types studied in this 
research.
Since illegal immigrants are also a part of the 
immigrant landscape, it would be valuable to include 
undocumented immigrants in the estimation of immigrant 
and native families welfare receipt differences.
According to Warren and Passel (1987), approximately two 
million undocumented aliens were counted in the 1980 
census with nearly half of these being undocumented 
Mexicans. In addition, Warren and Passel (1987) found 
that the age structure of undocumented showed that most 
were between 14 and 44 years of age. Even though illegal
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family heads may be ineligible for welfare, any 
children they have born in the United States would be 
eligible. The extent to which illegal aliens would come 
forth to claim benefits for their children is a question 
for researchers to determine and consequently to estimate 
how such claims may affect findings for research which 
does not take into account illegal aliens' welfare 
receipt.
The above inquiry is certainly not the last word on 
AFDC and SSI receipt differences between immigrants and 
natives and various paths of further research can be 
forged. Future research regarding predictions of 
immigrant welfare receipt should, if possible, take 
notice of relevant theoretical, policy, and 
methodological procedures validated and produced by my 
research. In fact, even non-welfare research dealing 
with immigrants can be informed by my research. I 
recommend more research on differences in the two 
immigrant family types discussed above with respect to 
wage earnings, migration decisions, or labor market 
settlement.
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